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ABSTRACT
A Study of Faculty, Administrative, and Staff Perceptions of the Climate for Shared Governance
at Appalachian College Association Member Institutions
The purpose of this study was to investigate how faculty, administrators, and staff perceived the
climate for shared governance at 36 member institutions of the Appalachian College Association
(ACA), based on standards for sound shared governance in higher education as outlined by the
American Association of University Professors (AAUP). Numerous reports and studies have
focused on shared governance practices, but no research exists on perceptions of climate based
on standards outlined by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), which
published the seminal Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities in 1966.
This study was conducted through the Appalachian College Association, a non-profit consortium
of 36 independent, four-year liberal arts colleges and universities spread across the central
Appalachian Mountains in Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, West Virginia, and Virginia.
A total of 12 different institutions from all five states in the ACA participated in the study.
Participants included faculty, staff, and administrators who were identified by their presidents or
vice presidents for academic affairs as most knowledgeable about the shared governance and
decision-making process on their campus. The survey, developed under the auspices of the
AAUP to gauge the climate for governance, was distributed via an online link e-mailed to 480
faculty, administrators, and staff during the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 semesters. A total of 176
survey responses were received, representing a response rate of 36.66%. The 29-item
anonymous survey included three optional demographic questions, allowing respondents to
indicate gender, status as tenured or non-tenured faculty member, a cabinet-level administrator or
lower-level administrator, a staff member, and years in higher education.
The survey used a five-point ordinal Likert scale to indicate level of agreement--including ―I
don‘t know‖-- with 26 statements about each of the following seven shared governance
standards: institutional climate, institutional communication, the board‘s role, the president‘s
role, the faculty‘s role, joint decision making, and structural arrangements. Descriptive statistics
were used to analyze and describe the survey results for each of four research questions.
The results of this study indicated there were different perceptions between tenured and nontenured faculty on a number of the seven standards relative to the climate for shared governance,
and between cabinet-level administrators and lower-level administrators, with the latter
representing the largest group of respondents (52) in the study. Staff members‘ responses
indicated that they were least informed about shared governance on their campuses compared to
faculty and administrators. While the majority of respondents indicated there was a climate of
collegiality and respect on their campuses, survey results indicated a lack of knowledge about
shared governance at some ACA schools. Recommendations for practice and for research were
included.
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Chapter One: Statement of the Problem
Sparked by recent crises, higher education governance is receiving heightened attention
across the country. These crises include the forced resignation of the president at the University
of Virginia, and the reported cover-up of child sexual abuse by a former assistant coach at The
Pennsylvania State University (Bornstein, 2012).
Former Harvard president and higher education author Derek Bok (2013) said, ―In a
country with 4,500 colleges and universities, however, it is hazardous to reach conclusions about
governance by citing problems on a handful of campuses. A broader and more careful inquiry is
required‖ (para. 4).
Shared institutional governance has been a hallmark of American colleges and
universities for over a generation (Center for Higher Education Policy Analysis [CHEPA],
2003). It has been noted that ―Shared governance is to higher education what mom and apple pie
are to American culture‖ (Tierney, 2004a, p. 202). The tradition of shared governance rests on
the assumption that faculty should hold a substantive role in decision-making, along with
governing boards and administration.
More specifically, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), in its
1966 seminal Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, makes the following case
for shared governance in the academy:
The variety and complexity of the tasks performed by institutions of higher education
produce an inescapable interdependence among governing board, administration,
faculty, students, and others. The relationship calls for adequate communication
among these components, and full opportunity for appropriate joint planning and
effort. (AAUP, 1966, Preliminary Considerations section, para. 1)
In spite of their important national and international role in society, today‘s American
colleges and universities continue to face an array of challenges, including calls for a new, more
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efficient way of administering our institutions of higher education that is more in keeping with
corporate management models (American Federation of Teachers [AFT], 2006). Higher
education literature (AFT, 2006; Association of Governing Boards [AGB], 2009a; Knapp &
Siegel, 2009; Tierney, 2006) outlines the following assertions about why change is needed in the
governance traditions of the academy:


the rapid technological changes taking place—computerization, the Internet, webbased courses—require adaptability;



the marketplace of higher education is rapidly changing, with wholly online
institutions and for-profit universities creating competitive challenges to our traditional
ways;



faculty are too slow to make decisions to adapt to change and cling to outmoded
models of deliberation and reflection when action is required;



faculty resist efforts to keep the curriculum up to date;



the tenure system stands as an obstacle to greater accountability and improved
performance.

Because an ever-growing number of board members and administrators with this mindset
have reached positions of responsibility on campus, the practice of shared governance in higher
education is increasingly being questioned (AFT, 2006; Tierney & Lechuga, 2004; Zemsky,
2009). The literature affirms that there is a feeling among not only boards but also political
leaders that any sharing of authority impedes the ability to make important decisions effectively
and efficiently (AFT, 2006; AGB, 2009b; CHEPA, 2003).
Wellman (2006) highlights the evolution of higher education governance by noting that
it has become increasingly complicated:
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Faculty capacity to control academic policy has obviously eroded, along with the
thinning ranks of full-time tenured faculty. Boards have grown,
resources have become more fragmented, unionization is more common, and professional
managers often outlast presidents, board members, and even faculty. (p.53)
Additional research (CHEPA, 2003) indicates two key findings regarding the
effectiveness of traditional governance practices: (1) apathy and lack of trust are significant
barriers to meaningful faculty participation in shared governance, and (2) differential
perceptions of shared governance lead to expectations of ineffective governance.
George Keller (2001) notes:
Governance: the word itself is ambiguous. It implies administration of the affairs of an
organization, as in a well-governed hospital. It also implies tight control, as in a valve
that governs the steam intake, or major influence, as in an expert coach often governs the
outcome of a game. It connotes management, as in the governance of a state‘s higher
education system. (p. 304)
The disagreement about what shared governance actually means centers around the
following--whether it is (or should be) fully collaborative decision-making, consultative
decision-making, or distributed decision-making (CHEPA, 2003, p. 4). These terms are
explained more fully in the literature review.
In a national survey of 2,000 faculty and provosts at 763 four-year baccalaureate,
master‘s, and doctoral institutions, respondents held different views on the role of shared
governance: 47% indicated that shared governance was defined as fully collaborative, 27%
indicated that it was consultative decision-making, and 26% held that it was distributed decisionmaking. As the author notes, ―The presence of these various interpretations is important because
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strife and conflict are likely to appear when individuals on a campus have dissimilar views about
shared governance‖ (CHEPA, 2003, p. 4).
The CHEPA study (2003) also cites inadequate communication among faculty and
administrators as a hindrance to collegial governance:
Colleges and universities exist in loosely coupled environments. A mistaken tendency is
to try to tighten the loose coupling. Instead, accept that our institutions exist in
decentralized organizations and that the faculty‘s engagement with an issue may be
sporadic. A key to effective governance is to communicate consistently with
the faculty. (p. 12)
At the same time, research reveals that college and university presidents, chief academic
officers, and board chairs view faculty-board engagement and relations as generally constructive
(Schwartz, Skinner, & Bowen, 2009). Defenders of the faculty‘s role in shared governance
contend that faculty involvement in decision making has positive effects on academic freedom
and educational quality. They maintain that the university is not merely a business, but that it is
one of the world‘s oldest organizations and has withstood various external pressures, including
those of a changing marketplace, by a deliberative and consensual decision making approach
(CHEPA, 2003). As noted by Smith (2009), ―Shared governance in higher education, with its
roots in long-held principals of collegiality, is in profound historical conflict with any tinge of
modern political or authoritarian top-down business models of leadership‖ (Abstract section,
para. 1). Tanner & Palfreyman (2010) ask a pertinent question:
However, the conceptual difficulty, which all analysts (including ourselves) have to
address, is that collegiality is a socially constructed concept, and thus its meaning is
always problematic. What has to change or be sustained before we can evaluate its
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strength? Does it make sense to retain the idea of collegiality in the context of senior
management groups, the commitment to strong institutional leadership and speedy
decision making? (p. 13)
In spite of the complexities of the higher education system, the calls for change, and the
confusion about the meaning of shared governance, there remain themes about the value of
shared governance that persist in the literature. These themes include a commitment to
governance that protects individual autonomy, respect for decentralization of control and shared
governance with faculty, and support for boards that play a role of both bridge to external groups
and buffer against political interference in academic decision-making. According to Wellman
(2006), ―Above all, governance is supposed to protect institutions from short-term political
trends, ensure stability, and guard the institution from intellectual fads or inappropriate control of
the institution by single-interest groups‖ (p. 53).
Purpose of Study and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to investigate how faculty, administrators, and staff
perceived the climate for shared governance at 36 member institutions of the Appalachian
College Association, based on standards for sound shared governance in higher education as
outlined by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).
Research was conducted by surveying campus constituents‘ knowledge about governance
and decision-making processes at their respective institutions of higher education. This research
was based on the premise that the 1966 AAUP statement remains pertinent today in its assertion
about the essential nature of shared governance in the academy, with affirmation in the current
literature that it is valued by and valuable to institutions of higher education (CHEPA, 2003;
AGB, 2009a).
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Research focused on the following questions:
1. What are faculty members‘ perceptions of the climate for shared governance at their

institutions?
2. What are administrators‘ perceptions of the climate for shared governance?

3. What are staff members‘ perceptions of the climate for shared governance?
4. What is the perceived climate for shared governance at ACA institutions based on
their aggregated responses?
Significance of the Study

In a discussion paper prepared for the Center for Collaborative Policy, Leach noted,
―Never has the need for effective academic governance been greater than in todayʹs rapidly
changing environment‖ (Leach, 2008, p. 3). The literature on college and university governance
is dominated by structural and organizational analyses that focus on identifying different actors
involved in governance and their respective roles and responsibilities. Wellman (2006) notes:
The literature is more descriptive than normative, in that it is largely more devoted to functional
characterizations of how the systems work rather than on how they should work. Despite much
debate about language—parsing the meaning of shared governance is a favorite topic—there is
not much to be construed from the literature that could pass for principles of good or effective
governance (p. 36).
Shared governance has historically been an important hallmark of the decision-making
process for independent institutions of higher education. Because there have been no studies of
the shared governance process at institutions in the Appalachian College Association, which
represents a unique consortium of independent institutions, this study represents an opportunity
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to understand the current climate for shared governance in the ACA. The study may provide a
springboard for additional study regarding best practices for shared governance.
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature
For the last 75 years, shared governance has been the overriding principle that guides
decision making in American colleges and universities (Kezar, Lester, & Anderson, 2006), and
Morphew (1999) notes that ―shared governance is, inarguably, one of the aspects of the
American college that defines this institution‖ (p. 78). In this concept, faculty, administrators,
and trustees have traditionally shared responsibility for governance as outlined by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) in its first statement on the subject in 1920.
Various authors have provided extensive literature reviews and treatments of the history,
perceptions, and practices of shared governance in higher education (Eckel & Kezar, 2003;
Leach, 2008; Rashdall, 1936; Rosser, 2002; Rosser, 2003). However, while the concept is
deeply rooted in the system of higher education, it has been met with increasing questions about
the faculty‘s role in governance, and whether the practice inhibits effective and efficient decision
making in the academy (AFT, 2006).
In order to systematically provide a foundation for understanding the nature of shared
governance in higher education, its origins and its practice, this literature review is organized as
follows: the first section defines the concept, outlines the historical background and evolution of
shared governance, and explains the interrelatedness of shared governance and academic
freedom. The second section describes how the changing landscape of higher education
influences the practice of shared governance, and the third section is a discussion of campus
obstacles. The fourth section provides a rationale for continuing the practice of shared
governance in higher education based on its benefits to institutions and to the public good. The
fifth and final section outlines appropriate roles for participants in the shared governance process
at independent colleges, and explains the broad principles of sound shared governance.
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Historical Context
The modern American version of shared governance in higher education is intertwined
with European origins and development of collegiality as early as the 13th Century. Rashdall
(1936) wrote that contemporary universities in Europe and America could only be understood
by considering distinctly medieval institutions. He suggested that medieval higher learning
embodied three important educational premises which are still valued: a commitment to
providing useful professional training with the highest intellectual cultivation possible; a desire
to conserve and transmit knowledge by advancing research and writing; and the joining together
of teachers in diverse subjects in order to make the teaching body representative of the whole
cycle of knowledge.
Smith (2009) explains that this interaction among scholars describes the origin
of collegiality in higher education. More specifically, he says, an ―ideal shared governance
model is collegial in nature, recognizing the contributions and requirements of all members of
the college in a group consensus process. This process fosters a sense of empowerment, equal
partnership, and a vested interest in successful outcomes of institutional policy and
implementation decisions‖ (Introduction section, para. 4).
The notion of shared governance that exists today has continued to evolve over time as
governing boards, faculty, and administrators have sought authority over specific portions of
their organizations. The colonial American college generally vested in its governing board and
college president exclusive authority over the operations of the college. The president was placed
in charge of a range of daily duties important to the college‘s successful operation and ―tended to
function as an authority unto himself‖ (Lucas, 1994, p. 124). This arrangement was not original
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to the American college. Rather, it was imported from the English collegiate model and
―illustrated the lack of faith college founders and trustees had in their faculty‖ (Morphew, 1999,
p. 26).
Faculty dissatisfaction with this model of governance helped to bring about its end and
the evolution toward the concept of shared governance that is embraced as part of the modern
American collegiate model. An important portent of this evolution—and of the conception of the
American college that dominates today—occurred at Harvard in 1825. Because of their general
discontent with the administration and the curriculum of the colonial college, faculty protests
earned them the right of internal control over the discipline of the students and the direction of
instruction (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997).
This concept is mirrored in AAUP‘s definition of shared governance as follows:
One of the key tenets of quality higher education, this term refers to
governance of higher education institutions in which responsibility is shared by
faculty, administrators, and trustees. The AAUP emphasizes the importance of faculty
involvement in personnel decisions, selection of administrators, preparation of the
budget, and determination of educational policies. Faculty should have primary
responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter and methods
of instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student life which relate to
the educational process, according to the Statement on Governance of Colleges and
Universities. (AAUP, n.d., Informal Glossary of AAUP Terms and Abbreviations section,
para. 44)
The AAUP statement on shared governance in higher education, with its call for shared
responsibility among the different components of institutional government and its specification
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of areas of primary responsibility for governing boards, administration, and faculties, remains the
Association‘s central policy document relating to academic governance. It has been
supplemented over the years by a series of derivative policy statements, including those on
faculty governance and academic freedom, budgetary and salary matters, financial exigency, the
selection, evaluation, and retention of administrators, college athletics, governance and collective
bargaining, and the faculty status of college and university librarians (AAUP, 2006).
Birnbaum (2003) explains that governance is the term we give to the structures and
processes that academic institutions invent to achieve an effective balance between the claims of
two different, but equally valid, systems for organizational control and influence. One system,
based on legal authority, is the basis for the role of trustees and administration; the other system,
based on professional authority, justifies the role of the faculty. The importance of legal authority
was recognized with the founding of our first colleges. The acceptance of the role of professional
authority is a more recent phenomenon that has evolved over time.
The original argument for faculty participation emphasized only their competence to deal
with strictly academic matters. However, the increasing professionalism of the faculty during the
early decades of the 20th century, accelerated by the academic revolution following World War II,
led at many institutions not only to faculty control over the curriculum but to a strong faculty
voice in other education-related matters as well (Birnbaum, 2003).
In addition, the board‘s role in institutional governance has undergone a parallel
evolution. Spencer (as cited in Birnbaum, 1988, p. 204) notes that the campus unrest and
fractious activities of faculty and students on campuses in the 1960s and 1970s ―forced
governing boards to abandon the ‗absentee landlord‘ role in favor of responsible participation in
college affairs.‖ He suggests that until that time, the board‘s perceived role was ―to hire and fire
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the president,‖ who had to learn to ―consult others and learn to operate by suggestion and
persuasion rather than direction‖ (p. 205). Spencer explains how the board‘s role was
dramatically altered as well:
The public, too, had been accustomed to the idea that a college or university
president ran the institution and spoke with complete authority on campus affairs. The
upheavals of the Vietnam War era, with embattled presidents locked out of their
offices, shook this image to its foundations. Trustees could no longer sit back in the
comfortable assurance that presidents had matters well in hand. As events on campus
increasingly engaged the attention of the public, it became painfully clear that trustees
themselves could not avoid involvement. (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 205)
The publication in 1966 of the canonical Statement on Government of Colleges and
Universities (AAUP, 1966), jointly formulated by three national associations and therefore often
referred to as the Joint Statement, for the first time formally articulated and legitimated the
faculty role in academic governance. Describing the essential relationship among trustees,
presidents, and faculty as based on mutual understanding, joint effort, and inescapable
interdependence, the Joint Statement laid out two basic principles of shared governance:
1) important areas of action involve at one time or another the initiating capacity and decisionmaking participation of all the institutional components, and (2) the difference in the weight of
each voice, from one point to the next, should be determined by the reference to the
responsibility of each component for the particular matter at hand.
Not only did the Joint Statement confirm the faculty‘s primary responsibility for
educational matters such as faculty status, and programs of instruction and research, but it also
articulated the importance of faculty involvement in educational policy more generally, including

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS

13

the setting of institutional objectives, planning, budgeting, and the selection of administrators
(AAUP, 2006).
This notion of shared governance, including the idea that faculty have primary authority
over the instruction and evaluation of their students, ―has so thoroughly permeated the American
higher education landscape that today it remains the normative means of governing a college‖
(Morphew, 1999).
Linkage of Shared Governance and Academic Freedom
In 1994, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) adopted a policy
statement, On the Relationship of Faculty Governance to Academic Freedom. The statement
asserted that these two principles—faculty governance and academic freedom—are ―inextricably
linked,‖ so that ―neither is likely to thrive except when they are understood to reinforce one
another‖ (Gerber, 2001, Academic Freedom section, para. 1). This statement further underlined
that the close connection between academic freedom and faculty governance was reflected in the
earliest work of the AAUP.
In 1915, the first year of its existence, the AAUP established the ―Committee A on
Academic Freedom and Academic Tenure.‖ At its annual meeting the following year, the
members of the association voted to create ―Committee T on the Place and Function of Faculties
in University Government and Administration‖ (now called the Committee on College and
University Governance) .These earliest AAUP statements on academic freedom articulate the
role of faculty governance as the institutional basis for academic freedom and for the
identification of appropriate boundaries for the exercise of that freedom (Gerber, 2010).
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According to the AAUP‘s 1994 statement On the Relationship of Faculty Governance to
Academic Freedom, these two principles have always been "closely connected, arguably
inextricably linked‖ (AAUP, 1994, p. 48). Gerber (2001) notes:
It is hard to imagine effective governance if faculty do not enjoy the right to speak freely
without fear of reprisal on issues relating to their own institutions and policies, but it is
equally true that shared governance, along with tenure, are the two principal institutional
bulwarks for academic freedom. (Academic Freedom section, para. 1)
In his essay, The Limits of Academic Freedom, Louis Menand went further in linking
academic freedom to governance, noting that academic freedom was ―the key legitimating
concept of the entire academic enterprise‖ (1998, p. 4). Without academic freedom, he argued,
governance would be a ―political free-for-all, in which decisions about curricula, funding,
employment, classroom practice, and scholarly merit are arrived at through a process of
negotiation among competing interests‖ (p. 4).
According to Gerber (2010), the concept of shared governance accommodates the wide
differences in history, size, and complexity of American higher education. Governance processes
at liberal arts colleges are distinctive in that the whole faculty is often involved in governance; at
larger institutions such as doctoral-and masters-granting institutions, governance tends to be a
representative process through a faculty senate and joint committees. At community colleges,
unions are also a key factor in the process. Although academic governance has changed over
time, becoming highly participatory in the 1960s and more hierarchical in the 1980s, it has
historically retained the notion of the importance of consultation and participation of campus
constituents in major decision making, reflecting democratic principles.
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Influences of a Changing Higher Education Environment on Shared Governance
Throughout its history, there has been growing consensus that important changes to the
academy are those that are external to it. ―Institutions are certainly influenced by powerful,
external factors such as demographic, economic, and political conditions‖ (Tierney,1988, p. 3).
Several observers have noted that these conditions should be considered when discussing more
effective internal governance processes (Kerr, 1994; Newman, Couturier & Scurry, 2001).
Mortimer and Sathre (2007) note that at least seven major forces impact the governance
of higher education, and suggest that the institutional response to these demands must be
considered in light of specific contextual and cultural factors (p. 43):


the rising importance of market forces;



the demands for accountability;



the increasing volatility of state- and system-level actions;



the integration of the university into the larger society;



the changing nature of student populations;



the globalization of science and technology; and



the increased importance of educational technology.

According to Mortimer and Sathre (2007), participants in shared governance face the
following realities: external forces are changing faster than internal governance values and
processes can adapt, academic goals and missions are ambiguous, and conflict over them is
normal. They note that ―decisions are not made; instead, they flow; participation in governance
is fluid, particularly on the big issues, and interests of the stakeholders (e.g., job security,
salaries, professional control) are legitimate concerns in the debate about governance‖ (p. 44).
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The same challenges are echoed in Birnbaum‘s classic 1988 text How Colleges Work:
―American colleges and universities are the most paradoxical of organizations. On the one hand,
it has been said that they constitute one of the largest industries in the nation but are among the
least businesslike and well managed of all organizations‖ (p. 3).
In some of the professional functions of colleges/universities, the values of professional
control approach the ideal type represented by the term collegium:
Academic departments tend to be the chief decision unit for promotions, teaching
assignments, the shape of the curriculum in the major, and whether students are treated as
active learners or vessels into which knowledge is poured. Academic departments are key
units in protecting the professional control structure that characterizes academic
organizations and makes them unique organizational types. In some respects, campus
faculty senates and separate college/school senates further this manifestation of
professional control. Most observers believe that the set of values represented by this
professional control is a legitimate basis on which governance can rest. For the most part,
criticisms of the academy do not recommend that professional control be eliminated, but
rather that it be modified. (Mortimer & Sathre, 2007, p. 113)
Mortimer & Sathre (2007) add, ―However, the impact of universal postsecondary
education, rising market forces, increased calls for entrepreneurship, and the need to adopt
mission-centered, market-smart strategies constitute a confusing environment for the traditional
shared governance process‖ (p. 1).
Rhoades (2005) calls for an academy that is democratically engaged with and
accountable to more diverse constituents. Newman, Couturier and Scurry (2004) refer to an
academy more sensitive to the changing nature of the external environment. Kirp (2003)
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notes that the forces of the market bring inappropriate pressure on the academy
and, in some cases, this pressure results in bad educational decisions. And Gumport
(2001) calls for collaboration in support of the common good and the importance of protecting
an institution‘s educational and social justice values.
There is contradictory evidence about what has happened to the practice of shared
governance since 1970. A comprehensive survey of governance practices, conducted in 2001 by
Gabriel Kaplan with the cooperation of the AAUP, found that faculty involvement in hiring and
promotion, and the selection of deans and department chairs, appeared to be substantially greater
in 2001 than it had been thirty years earlier, while faculty control over curriculum and degree
requirements, which had already been well established in 1970, had been even further solidified
(Gerber, 2010).
On the other hand, several developments in recent decades have been purported to
undermine the basis of faculty self‐governance and the foundation upon which academic
freedom in American colleges and universities rests (Firkin & Post, 2009). The following
sections outline those contributing factors in the rapidly changing higher education environment.
Deprofessionalization of faculty. Over the past 30 years, there has been a rapidly
accelerating deprofessionalization of the faculty at American colleges and universities, most
clearly reflected in the rapid expansion of contingent appointments. Gerber (2010) suggests that
this has seriously eroded the institutions of tenure and faculty governance, and thereby
undermined the basic protections of academic freedom and the quality of American higher
education.
In 1975, those working full time made up 70% of all faculty, and of those, 57% were
tenured or tenure track. By 2005, the increasing use of casual labor that had come to characterize
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much of the American labor market with the end of the postwar economic boom had affected the
professoriate. Of the more than one million faculty members in the United States in 2005, nearly
half (48%) worked only part time, and less than one‐third (32%) were tenured or tenure track.
More faculty were becoming contingent employees rather than career professionals who enjoyed
job security and a good deal of autonomy (Gerber, 2010).
There are resulting implications for faculty governance and academic freedom. Tenure
was developed as a safeguard for academic freedom, without which it has been asserted that
faculty could not carry out their professional responsibilities. At‐will and part‐time faculty
employees lack the professional status and protections of their tenured colleagues. Out of
concern for their continued employment, they are more likely to engage in self‐censorship in
their teaching and research (Gerber, 2010).
Gerber (2010) notes, ―Although many non‐tenure‐track faculty have begun, with the
support of the AAUP, to lay claim to a role in institutional governance, their lack of job security,
frequent part‐time status, and the fact that many part‐time faculty work at more than one
institution to earn a living, makes such participation problematic (p. 21).
Calls for corporate management model. An indication of the weakening support for
the principles of shared governance set forth in the 1966 Statement on Government was the 1996
publication by the Association of Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities (AGB) of a
major report that was characterized as ―a partial repudiation of the earlier document in whose
formulation it had participated‖ (Gerber, 2010, p. 22). The AGB commission that drafted
Reviewing the Academic Presidency: Stronger Leadership for Tougher Times claimed that the
―tradition of shared governance needed to be reshaped, not scrapped‖ (AGB, 1996, p. 2).
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Its recommendations, however, called into question the concept of collegial decisionmaking and issued a call for a more corporate model of management in which a college or
university‘s chief executive officer ―must resist academia‘s insatiable appetite for the kind of
excessive consultation that can bring an institution to a standstill‖ (AGB, 1996, p. 6). Calls for a
more efficient business‐like approach to college and university governance were not new, but the
statement reflected the increasing intensity and frequency of such proposals since the 1970s
(Gerber, 2010, p. 2).
Gerber (2010) asserted that by applying a model of business organization to institutions
of higher learning, AGB was ignoring the fundamental assertion of the 1915 Declaration of
Principles on Academic Freedom and Academic Tenure:
that faculty ‗are not in any proper sense the employees‘ of college and university
governing boards, but professionals who need both academic freedom and primacy in
academic decision making to carry out their responsibilities to the public interest. (p. 22)
The following assertion highlights the changing sentiments about shared governance:
―Many governing boards, faculty members, and chief executives believe that internal governance
arrangements have become so cumbersome that timely decisions are difficult to make, and small
factions often are able to impede the decision-making process‖ (AGB, 2001, p. 3).
Increase in non-faculty appointments. Rhoades (2005) suggests that another change
affecting the concept of shared governance is the rise of non-faculty professionals on campus.
Although these professionals have advanced degrees, technical bodies of knowledge, and
professional associations, they are hired, evaluated, and fired by supervisors, not by peers, as
faculty are.
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Rhoades (2005) asserts that ―their increasing presence on campus shifts power to
management,‖ calling them managerial professionals to emphasize that administrators have
more control over them than over faculty. These managerial professionals conduct some
academic work and affect other such work, including teaching (p. 210). Rhoades (2005)
explains:
Some participate with faculty in technology transfer to commercialize
intellectual property. Others are involved, through teaching, professional
development, and instructional assessment offices, in evaluating or developing the
instructional activity of faculty members. They make decisions about and are
involved in the production of software and multimedia packages used in the
classroom. They promote the use of technology in instruction, conflating it with
innovation and quality, and argue that faculty should change their instruction to
become more interactive. With entrepreneurial universities comes a restructuring of
professional work. But the rise of managerial professionals challenges not only the
faculty's expertise—it also challenges the prevailing model of shared governance that
sees two parties on campus, faculty and administrators, with the latter serving the
trustees. (p. 210)
Campus Influences on Shared Governance
Campus differences. The great diversity of American colleges and universities and
their hierarchical structure is widely recognized (Hammond, 2004; Kezar, 2009; Mortimer &
Sathre, 2007; Thelin, 2004; Tierney, 2004b), and there is accordingly an acknowledgement of
diversity in their governance. The culture, structure, programs, personnel and technology of
different institutions all influence participant expectations of how decisions are to be made and
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influence is to be allocated (Mortimer & Sathre, 2007).
Birnbaum (1988) articulates it in this way:
The diversity of American higher education is reflected in significant differences in such
critical matters as purpose, size, sponsorship, tradition, and values. Policies appropriate
and fruitful for one type of institution may be harmful for another. Recommendations of
policies that treat ‗the faculty‘ or ‗the administration‘ as alike in all institutions
ignore the reality that the background and expectations of faculty
and administrators at community colleges and at research universities, for example,
might well produce very different approaches to governance. (p. 9)
Competing conceptions. While there is widespread support for shared governance as a
laudable goal of higher education, there are substantial disagreements about what shared
governance means and how it should be practiced (CHEPA, 2003, p. 9; Leach, 2008, p. 5) In a
national survey of 3,800 individuals in over 750 four-year colleges and universities, CHEPA
(2003) categorized the solicited definitions of shared governance in three different ways:
1) Fully collaborative decision-making characterizes a traditional approach that is
sometimes referred to as a ―collegial model‖ of governance in which the faculty and
administration make decisions jointly, and consensus is the goal.
2) Consultative decision-making describes a more communicative model where the
faculty‘s opinion and advice is sought, but where authority remains with the senior
administration and the board of trustees. Although many individuals and groups are
brought into the decision-making process, the model revolves around information sharing
and discussion rather than joint decision making.
3) In the distributed decision-making model, decisions are made by discrete groups

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS

22

responsible for specific issues (p. 6). The understanding is that faculty have a right to
make decisions in certain areas, and the administration and board in others.
Mortimer and McConnell (1978) identified this approach as the separation of
jurisdictions (p. 24).
Mortimer and Sathre (2007) explain the reasoning in terms of competence, concerns,
cooperation, and cash, the four Cs of shared governance, as follows:
Authority and power need to be distributed in ways that ensure that those who have the
relevant expertise/competence are in decisive roles. In addition, those who are concerned
about the issue, those whose cooperation is necessary to implement it, and those whose
cash is needed to fund it all have legitimate claims to participate. (p. 24)
Olson (2009) articulates the ongoing confusion about the nature of shared governance in
higher education:
Shared governance is not a simple matter of committee consensus, or the faculty's
engaging administrators to take on the dirty work, or any number of other common
misconceptions. Shared governance is much more complex; it is a delicate balance
between faculty and staff participation in planning and decision-making processes, on the
one hand, and administrative accountability on the other. (para. 6)
In addition, organization scholars indicate that there remains confusion about who has
the ―right to govern (oversee) and the right to manage (take action)‖ (Hermalin, 2004,
p. 41).
Lack of time. Among the most commonly cited barriers to shared governance is
inadequate time. This is mentioned in regard to trustees, faculty, and administrators. Faculty
work load, busy board meeting agendas, distance of trustees from campus, complexity of issues,
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and urgency of budget decisions are all factors (AGB, 2009b; Leach, 2008; Schwartz, Skinner, &
Bowen, 2009).
Lack of mutual understanding and respect. Pejorative views, role confusion, minimal
interaction, and lack of information perpetuate stereotypes and make it harder to reach agreement
on decisions, especially in a difficult economic environment. “ M u t u a l r e s p e c t
a n d

u n d ersta n di n g

u n d e r gir d su ccessf ul

c o m m u n i catio n a n d

decisio n - m a k i n g i n a n y

relati o ns hi p. Fa c u lt y a n d trustees gen erall y
share a c o m m o n

c o m m i t m e nt to the

i nstituti o ns th e y ser ve, an d
share the sam e

w h ile they

m a y

pri orities or a gree on the

to ac hie ve th e m , the y

g e nerall y

w a nt

b e s t f o r t h e i r i n s t i t u t i o n s” ( A G B ,

m ea ns

w h at is

2 0 0 9 b, p. 1 1).

D i s p u t e d t u r f— p r i o r i t i e s a n d t h e
a c h ie v e t hem —e n c o m p a sses

n ot

m u c h

m eans to
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d e cisio n - m a k i n g terrai n f or institutio n al
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A s n ote d in the

A G B

stu d y

o n

g o v e r n a n c e ( 2 0 0 9 a ), fac u lt y a n d tr u stees bri n g
v e r y

d i f f e re n t b a c k g r o u n d s, res p o n s i b ilities,

a n d s kill sets to the table,
o n

h o w

w it h

var y in g

vie w s

t o a c h i e v e s p e c i f i c o u t c o m e s . The divide between

academic management and governance has been characterized by scholars as a tension between
bureaucratic and professional authority (Etzioni, 1964), between planning and governance
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functions (Schuster, Smith, Corak & Yamada, 1994), and between corporate and collegial
models of decision making (Gumport,1993).
T r u stees, as f i d u c i a ries, b e a r u lti m a t e
resp o nsi bility
d e cisio ns as
b ut
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p eer re vie w.
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w ith
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pr o cesses in a

tra diti o nal busi ness en vi r o n m e nt of m a n a gerial
a ut h orit y. F r ustrate d b y the pace of d e cisio n
m a k i n g i n th e aca de m y, the y
p resi de nt to m a k e

m a y ex p e ct the

decisio ns q uic k l y w i t h

ot her
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little rec o g n iti o n f or
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( p. 3 9).
Further, governance policies and practices that aren‘t accessible, up-to-date, or
understood create confusion about process and roles and hamper governance. Mortimer and
Sathre (2007) suggest that ―involvement of parties in the routine of program development,
evaluation, and governance is where much of the conflict associated with the art of governance
originates‖ (p. 55).
As noted throughout the literature, higher education is a complex industry. It suggests
there is an enormous amount to learn in order to govern well:
The American college or university is a prototypic organized anarchy. It does
not know what it is doing. Its goals are either vague or in dispute. Its technology is
familiar but not understood. Its major participants wander in and out of the
organization. These factors do not make a university a bad organization or a
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disorganized one; but they do make it a problem to describe, understand, and lead.
(Cohen & March, 1974, p. 4)
Interaction is hampered by presidents who cannot or will not engage boards and faculty.
The quality of interaction—communication, understanding, and work accomplished—is
dependent upon the president. It takes the interest and support of all parties to make it work, but
interaction in governance work can be thwarted by a president who does not see the value or is
unable to overcome existing problems (AGB, 2009b; Mortimer & Sathre, 2007).
In addition to some uncommitted presidents, there is a lack of interest among some
trustees and faculty. This means there is neither the will to commit the needed time and energy,
nor the best people attracted to serve in governance positions (AGB, 2009b).
Benefits of Shared Governance
The literature indicates that many critics of shared governance contend that a more
hierarchical corporate model of management must replace the long-established collegial
model of shared governance described in AAUP‘s 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges
and Universities if our institutions of higher learning are to fulfill their mission and serve the
public interest effectively (AGB, 2009b; Birnbaum, 2003; CHEPA, 2003).
However, Knapp and Siegel (2009) describe McGregor‘s 1960 theory of participative
management as a foundation for understanding that organizations thrive best by trusting
employees to apply their creativity and ingenuity in service of the whole enterprise, and to make
important decisions close to the flow of work, including the selection and election of their
bosses. Gerber (2001) also argues the following:
Maintaining and even strengthening substantial faculty participation in
institutional governance is at least as necessary today as it was when the AAUP first
established its standing Committee on College and University Governance back in
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1917. Now, as in the past, the practice of shared governance deserves to be supported
not as a means of serving the particular interests of faculty, but rather because shared
governance ultimately serves the needs of society. Without shared governance, our
colleges and universities would be less likely to foster the unimpeded pursuit and
dissemination of knowledge that are necessary for the healthy development of
society; they would also be less likely to provide students with the broad liberal
education they need to become informed citizens who can participate fully in our
democracy. (para. 2)
Research on governance in higher education demonstrates how increasing stakeholder
groups‘ input leads to several important outcomes: it (1) increases the complexity of
analysis, (2) results in stronger decisions, (3) develops greater buy-in and trust, and (4) tends
to improve morale (Birnbaum, 1992; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Ferren & Stanton, 2004:
Kezar, Carducci & Contreras-McGavin, 2006).
Also, there is evidence in the literature (CHEPA, 2003) to indicate that the concept of
shared governance is highly valued, and an important part of the academy‘s values and identity.
The national 2003 CHEPA survey demonstrated overwhelming support for shared governance
across three constituent groups, the academic vice president, faculty senate leaders, and
individual faculty members. A limitation of the study is the lack of inclusion of board members,
who play an important role in shared governance and whose perception and understanding is
critical to its implementation and success on campus.
T h e literat u r e s u g g ests th at as de m a n d s f o r
g reater acc o u nta bilit y co nti n ue, especiall y
w i t h respect to ed u catio n al q ualit y, b o ar ds w ill
b e nefit fr o m eff orts to obtai n fac ulty i nsi g ht
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( A G B , 2 0 0 9 b ; G u m p o rt, 2 0 0 1 ). K e z ar, L ester,
C a r d u c c i , G a l l a n t & M c G a v i n ( 2 0 0 7 ) n o t e , ―It is
easy to stereotype faculty leadership as merely a thorn in the side of administrators, but faculty
leadership has a rich tradition that has helped create innovative and intellectually challenging
environments‖ (p. 10).
While a comprehensive discussion of academic freedom is beyond the scope of this
study, many authors affirm the concept that academic freedom is necessary for the proper
functioning of colleges and universities, and that its practice relies upon shared governance.
Gerber (2001) notes, “Too often, however, references to academic freedom in public discourse
are formulaic or disingenuous and fail to take into account the full meaning of the concept and its
close connection to faculty governance‖ (p. 6).
Haskell (1998) argues that "no justification for academic freedom can succeed unless it
provides ample resources for justifying the autonomy and self-governance of the community‖ (p.
46). Further, he notes that for our institutions of higher education to fulfill their educational
mission, teachers and researchers need protections that other citizens do not require. He argues
that they need affirmative authority to shape the environment in which they carry out their
responsibilities. Institutions of higher education, for example, do set constraints on how research
is conducted, determine who is qualified to teach, and review and approve courses before they
are included in the curriculum. When such determinations are made, Haskell underscores that
concerns about academic freedom and governance become closely linked.
In this context, Haskell (1998) argues that when colleges and universities make decisions
relating to teaching and research, it is essential that they make them on the basis of academic
criteria and not on the basis of external political pressures or arbitrary administrative fiat.
Academic freedom requires a governance system in which faculty expertise—often residing in
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an individual, but also expressed at times in a collective fashion—is the determining factor in
institutional decisions affecting academic matters.
Consequently, the 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, which
remains the AAUP‘s principal policy document on the issue, premises its defense of shared
governance on the assumption that faculty ought to exercise primary responsibility for such
fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty
status, and those aspects of student life which relate to the educational process, because the
faculty—not students, administrators, or boards of trustees—have the greatest expertise in these
matters (AAUP, 1966).
Further evidence supporting the benefits of shared governance ranges from case study
exemplars to formalized, research-based evidence. The exemplars describing implementation of
shared governance largely represent earlier work and provide a road map for designing
governance structures in nursing practice (Anthony, 2004; Alvarado, Boblin-Cummings, &
Goddard, 2000; Evan, Aubry, Hawkins, Curley, & Porter-O‘Grady , 1995). However, these
studies provide evidence of success with subjective appraisals of outcomes that include better
relationships and team harmony, fewer conflicts, job satisfaction, communication, collaboration,
professional growth, and lower turnover.
The Conceptual Framework for Shared Governance
The literature characterizes the American college as a uniquely complex organization
(Leach, 2008; Morphew, 1999; Brown, 2000), and considering the great institutional diversity
that exists from one institution to the next, it is generally recognized that it is not possible to
prescribe a one-size-fits-all solution for shared governance (Tierney & Minor, 2003; AGB,
2010a). Further, in his introduction to Organization and Governance in Higher Education,
Brown (2000) notes:
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Organization and governance are the cornerstones of higher education as a
field of study. The specifics of how colleges are governed vary from institution to
institution. There are some campuses with presidents and some with chancellors.
There are colleges with provost systems and others with deans. While no two
institutional flow charts are identical, there are congruencies regarding the context,
function, and performance of higher education administration. (p. xiii)
However, in spite of such diversity, there remains across the literature a
consistent articulation of governance roles and elements of sound shared governance practices
(AAUP, 1966; AFT, 2006; AGB, 2009a). For purposes of this study, a synthesis of three
primary documents provides the context for these criteria: the American Association of
University Professors 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, the
Association of Governing Board‘s 2010 Statement on Board Responsibility for Institutional
Governance, and Keetjie Ramo‘s Assessing the Faculty’s Role in Shared Governance (1997).
Both AAUP and AGB provide seminal statements on shared governance. Ramo‘s publication
has continued to be the foundation for understanding the AAUP standards on shared
governance. Because this study will focus specifically on independent colleges, elements of
governance specific to those types of institutions will be highlighted.
Birnbaum (1988) suggests that the AAUP‘s Joint Statement, as well as other normative
statements on governance, ―present positions of high principle that can be endorsed by many
campus constituencies‖. The AAUP specifically states that it is ―a call to mutual understanding
regarding the government of colleges and universities,‖ but also indicates that ―it is not intended
that the statement serve as a blueprint for governance on a specific campus‖ (p. 8).
In January of 2010, the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges
published its Statement on Board Responsibility for Institutional Governance ―intended to guide
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boards in the governance of colleges, universities, and systems, inform them of their roles and
responsibilities, and clarify their collaborative relationships with presidents, administration,
faculty, and others involved in the governance process‖ (AGB, 2010b, p. 6). This statement
―encourages all governing boards and presidents to examine the clarity, coherence, and
appropriateness of their institutions‘ governance structures, policies, and practices, and
recommends a number of principles of good practice related to institutional governance‖
(2010b, p. 6).
While the specifics of each of these two documents are not meant to prescribe practices
on individual campuses, they provide the parameters by which key stakeholders participate in the
governance process, and highlight other necessary elements of good governance. The following
sections articulate a synthesis of good governance standards as outlined by AAUP, with
additional affirming references to the AGB. It should be noted in this context that shared
governance incorporates a blending of the roles of management (action) and governance
(oversight).
As noted in the literature, the parties to shared governance may be many, but for purposes
of this study, the pertinent roles cited are limited to faculty, the president as key administrator,
and the governing board. These are the ―major governance partners who bear the burden for
sharing and making governance work‖ (Mortimer & Sathre, 2007, p. 113).
Institutional climate. Institutional climate has been defined as ―the current common
patterns of important dimensions of organizational life or its members‘ perceptions of and
attitudes toward those dimensions‖ (Peterson & Spencer, 1991, p. 143). In regard to academia
more specifically, Spitzberg (1989) speaks of institutional climate as the presence or absence of
―community‖ on campus. He argues that the breakdown of community on campuses—which he

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS

33

links to unresponsive governance structures, as well as an erosion of shared values—has
adversely affected the quality of American higher education.
Ramo (1997) explains that climate ―encompasses the quality of relationships among
institutional constituents; working conditions; reward systems; and respect for the various
appropriate roles of faculty, administration, and governing board‖ (p. 17). Ramo also notes that
by definition, institutional climate is closely related to faculty morale. A study conducted under
the auspices of the Council of Independent Colleges to examine faculty morale noted that of the
four primary features held in common by the colleges that exemplified excellent faculty morale,
the second was ―strong, participatory leadership that provides direction and purpose while
conveying to faculty the empowering conviction that the college is theirs‖ (Rice & Austin, 1991,
p. 20).
Ramo (1997) notes that while a cause-effect relationship was not inferred, climate can
have a significant influence on the quality of governance, explaining as follows:

Shared governance, even when supported by institutional policies or tradition, can be
undermined by a poor university climate. Conversely, policies and practices that
undermine or ignore principles of shared governance can have an adverse effect on the
institutional climate. Therefore, in assessing the health of shared governance, the
institutional climate must be given consideration, as either an indicator of or contributor
to the quality of that governance. (p. 18)
Institutional communication. Clear, open, ongoing and reciprocal communication
among the various actors in the governance of an institution is a necessary criterion for good
governance (Ramo, 1997). Most studies of organizational effectiveness cite the presence of
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structures and processes that foster open communication as an important criterion for judging the
strength of an institution.
Taking into account that patterns of communication vary widely among institutions, the
AAUP‘s Policy Documents and Reports, referred to as the Redbook, states that the
interdependence of the governing board, faculty, administration, students and others requires
―adequate communication among these components, and full opportunity for appropriate joint
planning and effort‖ (AAUP, 2006, p. 136).
For this to be successfully accomplished, Ramo (1997) suggests that communication
channels among an institution‘s components should be jointly established and maintained. These
channels may include the circulation of memos and reports, the establishment of joint ad hoc
committees, and maintenance of standing liaison committees, and provision for faculty
membership or representation on governing boards.
In addition, in areas in which the faculty has a significant interest and responsibility,
faculty representatives should have access to necessary information and adequate communication
with administrators and others to enable them to make informed recommendations and decisions
(Ramo, 1997).
The role of the president. As the chief executive officer of an institution of higher
education, the president is measured largely by his or her capacity for institutional leadership.
According to Hodson (2010):
University presidents and academic deans lead; it‘s what the institution and its many
constituents expect of them. Presidents lead institutions through the mundane and the
revolutionary. They inspire a shared vision and illuminate the path that leads to
realization of that vision. (p. 39)
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In general, the president‘s work is to plan, to organize, to direct, and to represent, with
the general support of board and faculty (AAUP, 2006). According to AAUP (2006):
The degree to which a president can provide vision for the institution, and can persuade
others to see and work toward that vision, will often constitute the chief measure of the
president‘s administration. The president‘s leadership role is supported by delegated
authority from the board and faculty, and represents the institution to its many publics.
(p. 138)
The president shares responsibility for administrative action and for the definition and
attainment of goals, as well as for operating the communications system that links the
components of the academic community. As the chief planning officer of an institution, the
president is expected to innovate and to initiate. The president will utilize the judgments of the
faculty but may also, in the interest of academic standards, seek outside evaluations by scholars
of acknowledged competence (AAUP, 2006).
The president typically has ultimate managerial responsibility for nonacademic activities,
and is largely responsible for the maintenance of existing institutional resources and the creation
of new resources. The president is responsible for public understanding, and by the nature of the
office is the institution‘s chief spokesperson (AGB, 2010b).
It is the duty of the president to see to it that the standards and procedures in operational
use within the college or university conform to the policy established by the governing board and
to the standards of sound academic practice. Pierce (2012) summarizes the board‘s typical
expectations for the president: ―It is standard practice for the board to charge the president with
developing a vision for the future, a slate of evolving strategic priorities, and fundraising plans‖
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(p. 67). In addition, the president is usually charged with ensuring that the institution adheres to
standards of sound academic practice.
In matters of shared governance, the president is expected to serve as an advocate, and to
ensure that the board understands the full range of faculty views and that the faculty likewise
understands the decisions and views of the board and the administration (Pierce, 2012).
The role of the governing board. The responsibilities of boards of trustees hold an
increasingly important place in the mixed system of governance of American institutions of
higher education. ―When the effectiveness of campus governance is in decline, trustees are held
more closely to account, and their roles become more essential than in times of greater stability‖
(Ingram, 1994, p. 23). How boards, presidents, and faculty contribute to and engage one another
in institutional governance speaks to the health of a particular college or university, as well as to
the broader principles of autonomy, self-regulation, and accountability of higher education
(Schwartz, Skinner & Bowen, 2009).
Trustees of independent colleges and universities are surrogates of the general public.
They are responsible for acting on behalf of their fellow citizens and institutional founders as
their individual consciences and best judgment dictate (AGB, 2010b). Although they operate
with much more freedom than public institution trustees, independent institution trustees have a
clear obligation to act in the public interest, though they are not governed by sunshine laws or
state policies (Pierce, 2012).
In addition, AAUP (2006) and AGB (2010b) documents indicate that the governing
board has a special obligation to ensure that the history of the college or university shall serve as
a prelude and inspiration to the future. The board helps relate the institution to its chief
community: for example, the church-related college to be cognizant of its denominational
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affiliation, the community college to serve the educational needs of a defined population area or
group, and the comprehensive university to accept the appropriate new challenges which are its
concern at the several levels of higher education (AAUP, 2006).
The governing board of an institution of higher education in the United States
operates, with few exceptions, as the final institutional authority. Private institutions are
established by charters; public institutions are established by constitutional or statutory
provisions. In private institutions the board is often self-perpetuating; in public colleges
and universities the present membership of a board may be asked to suggest candidates for
appointment (AGB, 2010b).
The governing board of an institution of higher education, while maintaining a
general overview, entrusts the conduct of administration to the president, the administration,
and the deans—and the conduct of teaching and research to the faculty. The board should
undertake appropriate self-limitation (AGB, 2010b), which ensures that they will not be engaged
in the management of daily operations.
One of the governing board‘s important tasks is to ensure the publication of codified
statements that define the overall policies and procedures of the institution under its
jurisdiction. The board plays a central role in relating the likely needs of the future to
predictable resources; it has the responsibility for overseeing the endowment; it is
responsible for obtaining needed capital and operating funds; and in the broadest sense of the
term it has oversight of personnel policies. According to AAUP (2006), ―In order to fulfill these
duties, the board should be aided by, and may insist upon, the development of long-range
planning by the administration and faculty‖ (p. 138).

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS

38

The role of the faculty. According to AAUP (2006), the faculty has primary
responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter and methods of
instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student life which relate to the
educational process. The faculty sets the requirements for the degrees offered, determines when
the requirements have been met, and authorizes the president and board to grant the degrees thus
achieved.
Faculty status and related matters are primarily a faculty responsibility; this area includes
appointments, reappointments, decisions not to reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, and
dismissal. The primary responsibility of the faculty for such matters is based upon the fact that
its judgment is central to general educational policy:
Furthermore, scholars in a particular field or activity have the chief competence for
judging the work of their colleagues; in such competence it is implicit that responsibility
exists for both adverse and favorable judgments. (AAUP, 2006, p. 138)
AAUP (2006) notes that the power of review or final decision lodged in the governing
board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised adversely only in exceptional
circumstances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty.
It is desirable that the faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity
for further consideration and further transmittal of its views to the president or board.
Budgets, personnel limitations, the time element, and the policies of other groups,
bodies, and agencies having jurisdiction over the institution may set limits to realization
of faculty advice. (AAUP, 2006, p. 139)
Based on AAUP statements, determinations in faculty personnel matters should first be
by faculty action through established procedures and reviewed by the chief academic officers
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with the concurrence of the board. Specifically, ―The governing board and president should, on
questions of faculty status, as in other matters where the faculty has primary responsibility,
concur with the faculty judgment except in rare instances and for compelling reasons which
should be stated in detail‖ (2006, p. 139).
The chair or head of a department, as the chief representative of the department within an
institution, should be selected either by departmental election or by appointment following
consultation with members of the department and of related departments; appointments should
normally be in conformity with department members‘ judgment. The chair or head should serve
for a stated term but without prejudice to reelection or to reappointment by procedures that
involve appropriate faculty consultation (AAUP, 2006).
AAUP (2006) suggests that, ideally, agencies for faculty participation in the government
of the college or university should be established at each level where faculty responsibility is
present. An agency should exist for the presentation of the views of the whole faculty. The
structure and procedures for faculty participation should be designed, approved, and established
by joint action of the components of the institution. Faculty representatives should be selected by
the faculty according to procedures determined by the faculty. The agencies may consist of
meetings of all faculty members of a department, school, college, division, or university system,
or may take the form of faculty-elected executive committees in departments and schools and a
faculty-elected senate or council for larger divisions or the institution as a whole.
The means of communication among the faculty, administration, and governing board
now in use often include: (1) joint ad hoc committees; (2) circulation of memoranda and reports
by board committees, the administration, and faculty committees; (3) standing liaison
committees; (4) membership of faculty members on administrative bodies; and (5) membership
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of faculty members on governing boards. AAUP (2006) notes that the channels of
communication should be clearly understood and observed throughout campus.
Joint decision making. The concept of shared governance suggests that the capacity to
initiate policies and actions and the degree of decision-making authority shifts among the
constituencies according to the responsibility of each for the matter at hand. Ramo (1997) notes
that the sources of decision-making privilege among the various constituents will inevitably
cause tension.
For the governing board, responsibility is based primarily on ascribed authority, ―having
less to do with vested interest and often less to do with expertise. The administration‘s decisionmaking privilege and responsibility is based primarily on formal authority and vested interest,
and to greater or lesser degrees on expertise‖ (Ramo, 1997, p. 40).
In contrast, the faculty‘s decision-making authority is supported by little or no formal
authority, depending on written policy and culture—but is strongly supported by expertise and
vested interest, interwoven with academic freedom rights. Ramo (1997) notes, ―These supports
for faculty, while arguably the most morally legitimate, unfortunately carry far less weight than
the power of ascribed authority‖ (p. 40).
The enactment of decision-making privilege for faculty in many settings depends upon
the understanding and appreciation by governing boards and administrations of the need for such
privilege. This is described by El-Khawas (1995) as follows:
Despite well-stated policy guidelines designed to buttress and give definition to shared
decision-making roles, the continued viability of shared governance depends on the
willingness of those who have financial and fiduciary responsibility for the institution to
defer to the primacy of the faculty in matters of academic decision making‖ (p. 17).
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The Redbook (2006) outlines areas of primary responsibility of the trustees, the president,
and the faculty, while also indicating that there are areas in which decision making is logically
shared, with a greater proportion of responsibility sometimes going to one or the other of the
participants. According to the AAUP‘s Statement on Government, the shaping and
implementation of general education policy is guided by the institution‘s charter or law, as well
as by the needs and aspirations of the institutional community and surrounding community.
Framing and executing long-range plans requires breadth and openness in the exchange
of information and opinion among all constituents, and is considered a concern of the entire
academic community. Other areas of joint responsibility include: the development of channels of
communication, the search for a chief academic officer, decisions regarding existing and
prospective physical resources, and developing the institutional budget. In addition, the Redbook
refers to the search for a president or chancellor, the chief administrative officer, as ―a joint effort
of the most critical kind‖ (AAUP, 1995, p. 181).
Structural arrangements. AAUP (2006) policies and standards do not prescribe a
particular structural arrangement for the actualization of shared governance. As Birnbaum (1988)
points out, a ―system of shared authority‖ that works for one institution won‘t necessarily work
for another, and ―governance is not in its essence a structure, but a shared idea about how to do
higher education‖ (p. 39).
In general, the AAUP makes note of structural arrangements that support their policies.
These include channels of communication among all the involved governance components of the
institution, definitions of corporate and individual faculty status within the institution‘s
government, role of the faculty in decisions relating to academic freedom and tenure, and
appropriate procedures for the creation and operation of faculty committees (Ramo, 1997).
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The composition, origins, reporting lines, representativeness, functions, and leadership of
committees vary widely within and among institutions. Ramo (1997) suggests that ―the options
chosen with regard to these variables should depend on the charge of the committee and its place
in the governance structure‖ (p. 50).
Climate for Shared Governance. The preceding seven standards are meant to address
the necessary conditions that exist when the climate for governance is sound (Ramo, 1997).
These principles provide the basis for a survey instrument developed under AAUP auspices to
gauge the climate for governance at institutions of higher education.
Conclusion
In its 2006 report entitled The Leadership Imperative, AGB (2006) describes the value
of integral leadership as the foundation of shared governance, noting, ―Leadership
of this sort links the president, the faculty, and the board together in a well-functioning
partnership purposefully devoted to a well-defined, broadly affirmed institutional vision‖ (p. 9).
While such a partnership appears to be beneficial to institutions of higher education,
controversies continue about whether shared governance is effective.
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Chapter Three: Method
The purpose of this study was to investigate how faculty, administrators, and staff
perceived the climate for shared governance at 36 member institutions of the Appalachian
College Association, based on standards for sound shared governance in higher education as
outlined by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).
In this chapter, the researcher describes and provides a rationale for the methodological
approach for this study, including the research questions, the research design, the population and
sampling procedure, the participants, the data collection and survey instrument, as well as data
management and analysis. The strengths, limitations and delimitations of this study are also
noted.
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Research Questions
This research study was guided by the following four research questions (RQs):
RQ1: What are faculty members‘ perceptions of the climate for shared governance at
their institutions?
RQ2: What are administrators‘ perceptions of the climate for shared governance?
RQ3: What are staff members‘ perceptions of the climate for shared governance?
RQ4: What is the perceived climate for shared governance at ACA institutions?
Research Design
A quantitative method was used to conduct descriptive research for this study and to
collect data ―to test hypotheses or answer questions concerning the current status of the subject
of the study‖ (Gay, 1996, p. 249). According to Gay (1996), ―a descriptive study determines and
reports the way things are‖ (249).
Patton (2002) suggests that the following guiding questions should be asked in
determining design decisions:
What are the purposes of the inquiry?
Who are the primary audiences for the findings?
What questions will guide the inquiry?
What data will answer or illuminate the inquiry questions?
What resources are available to support the inquiry?
What criteria will be used to judge the quality of the findings? (p. 13)
The researcher used a survey instrument developed by the AAUP to gauge the climate for
shared governance, including a Likert scale to obtain perceptions about the climate. The author
of the AAUP survey, Kietje Ramo (1997), notes that survey items are based on the following
assumptions:
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According to AAUP‘s 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities,
governance in higher education should result from cooperation and interdependence
between and among the administration, governing board, faculty, and (to a lesser degree)
other constituents. The Statement emphasizes that it is in the best interests of the
institution for the president, governing board, and faculty to speak with a unified voice to
outside agencies and publics whenever possible. A shared goal or spirit of collaboration
on the part of the administration, governing board, and faculty is vital to healthy
governance. (p. 7)
―A survey design provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or
opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population‖ (Creswell, 2003, p. 153).
Patton (2002) explains that the results of survey research can provide inferences about the total
population.

Survey Instrument
The seven governance standards as reflected in the conceptual framework are meant to
address the necessary conditions that exist when the climate for governance is sound (Ramo,
1997). These principles provide the basis for a survey instrument (Appendix A) developed under
AAUP auspices to assess the climate for governance at institutions of higher education. Based on
a compendium authored by Keetjie Ramo in 1997 entitled Assessing Faculty’s Role in Shared
Governance: Implications of AAUP Standards, the survey was intended to gauge observable conditions at
colleges and universities, not to gauge satisfaction (Ramo, 1997).

Including three demographic items added by the researcher, the 29-item survey was
comprised of a series of 26 statements regarding the AAUP standards for shared governance,
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with two to five statements for each of the standards on which the climate for governance is
based. The following descriptions of the standards were not included on the survey instrument:
1. Institutional climate
2. Institutional communication
3. The board‘s role
4. The president‘s role
5. The faculty‘s role
6. Joint decision making
7. Structural arrangements.
These elements were based upon the relevant governance principles located throughout
the AAUP Policy Documents and Reports and outlined in this study‘s conceptual framework
section of the literature review.
In the compendium upon which the survey was developed, author Keetjie Ramo (1997)
also considered pertinent governance literature and discussed the implications of the factors in
the literature for the implementation of AAUP principles for sound governance.
Table 1 indicates the relationship of the survey items to the elements of sound
governance as identified by AAUP, and on which the climate for governance is based.
Table 1
Relationship of Standards for Shared Governance to Research Questions
Standard

RQ1

RQ2

RQ3

RQ4

Institutional Climate

4, 5, 11

4, 5, 11

4, 5, 11

4, 5, 11

Institutional
Communication

6, 7

6, 7

6, 7

6, 7
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The Board‘s Role

8, 9, 10

8, 9, 10

8, 9, 10

8, 9, 10

The President‘s Role

12, 13, 14, 15

12, 13, 14, 15

12, 13, 14, 15

12, 13, 14, 15

The Faculty‘s Role

16, 17, 18, 29

16, 17, 18, 29

16, 17, 18, 29

16, 17, 18, 29

Joint Decision Making

19, 20, 21, 22,
23

19, 20, 21, 22,
23

19, 20, 21, 22,
23

19, 20, 21, 22,
23

Structural Arrangements

24, 25, 26, 27,
28

24, 25, 26, 27,
28

24, 25, 26, 27,
28

24, 25, 26, 27,
28

Demographic items. The first three survey items (#1 through #3) were added to the
survey to gather demographic information about each respondent and to put them at ease in
completing the survey (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009; Iarossi, 2006). This optional, selfreported information included gender; tenure or non-tenure faculty status, cabinet-level
administrator (serving on president‘s cabinet, regardless of title) or lower-level administrator (not
on cabinet), or staff designation; and years in higher education. Respondents were able to selfidentify in more than one role.
Likert scale. Utilizing a five-point ordinal scale for survey items #4 through #29, the
following levels of intensity dimensions were included: strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly
disagree, as well as ―I don‘t know.‖ ―The Likert scale is a more refined tool that forces the
respondent to give opinion on a series of statements…‖ (Hek & Moule, 2006, p. 81). An optional
opportunity for comment was provided on each of the survey items, allowing for clarifying
information.
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According to Suskie (1996), the Likert scale is ―easy to complete‖ and ―efficient‖ (p. 33).
In addition, the results of the survey can be easily converted into quantitative data. An online
survey also provided additional convenience to the participants and was cost efficient.
Of the 26 Likert items that were part of the analyses (Items #4 to #29), 23 were positively
phrased, while 3 (Items #9, #13, and #26) were negatively phrased. Utilizing a mixture of
positively and negatively phrased items ―helps to minimize acquiescence bias, positional bias,
and response bias‖ (Field, 2009, p. 675; Sapsford, 2007).
Suskie (2004) explains, adding opposing views ―will help to prevent the
yeasayer/naysayer effect, in which some people with generally positive feelings toward your
topic may check all the ‗strongly agree‘ responses without reading each item and those with
generally negative feelings may do the opposite‖ (p. 228).

Population and Sampling
Population of interest. Shared governance has historically been a hallmark of small,
independent institutions of higher education in the United States, and the Appalachian College
Association (ACA) provides an opportunity to conduct convenience sampling of an appropriate
population for this study—faculty, administrators, and staff who participate in shared governance
on each ACA campus.
The ACA is a non-profit consortium of 36 independent, four-year, liberal arts colleges
and universities spread across the central Appalachian Mountains in Kentucky, North Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. Collectively these higher education institutions serve
approximately 42,500 students. The Association helps develop and share ideas, information,
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programs and resources to achieve its goals, which include promoting cooperation and
collaboration among its member institutions to serve the people of Appalachia through higher
education and related services. The ACA institutions are listed below by state:
Kentucky
Alice Lloyd College
Berea College
Campbellsville University
Kentucky Christian University
Lindsey Wilson College
Pikeville College
Union College
University of the Cumberlands
North Carolina
Brevard College
Lees-McRae College
Lenoir-Rhyne University
Mars Hill College
Montreat College
Warren Wilson College
Tennessee
Bryan College
Carson-Newman College
Johnson Bible College
King College
Lee University
Lincoln Memorial University
Maryville College
Milligan College
Tennessee Wesleyan College
Tusculum College
University of the South
Virginia
Bluefield College
Emory & Henry College
Ferrum College
Virginia Intermont College
West Virginia
Alderson-Broaddus College
Bethany College
Davis & Elkins College
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Ohio Valley University
University of Charleston
West Virginia Wesleyan College
Wheeling Jesuit University
After several conversations and e-mail communications, the researcher obtained approval
from the ACA president to conduct the study through the Association (Appendix B). The
president of the ACA also agreed to introduce the study to each campus in an e-mail to
presidents and academic vice presidents and encourage them to participate.
Sampling. Because the population for this study was small (N=480), it was convenient
to invite the entire population to participate. After IRB approval to conduct the study was
received (Appendix C) on September 18, 2013, the ACA president introduced the study with a
letter to presidents and vice presidents for academic affairs at all 36 ACA schools and
encouraged them to participate (Appendix D) on November 6, 2013. The researcher then asked
all ACA institutions to participate in the study and sought approval via an e-mail to those same
presidents and vice presidents of academic affairs (Appendix E) on November 14, 2013. A
follow-up reminder was e-mailed to them on November 18, 2013 (Appendix F).
Because this group of respondents tends to have very busy professional careers (Eckel &
Kezar, 2011), a low response rate was expected. The e-mail also included the request for a
campus liaison from whom a list of faculty, staff, and administrators who have a role in their
campus decision-making process could be obtained, in keeping with the recommendation by the
AAUP for use of the survey.
Survey Administration Procedure and Timeline
E-mail addresses. In order to electronically seek approval to conduct the study on ACA
campuses, e-mail addresses of presidents and vice presidents for academic affairs were obtained
from the Appalachian College Association, which maintains updated distribution lists for their
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member institutions. The researcher was encouraged to use this as the primary method of
communication throughout the study, given the nature of the Association and their traditional
reliance on e-mail.
After approvals, campus liaisons identified by presidents or vice presidents for academic
affairs provided names, e-mail addresses, and titles of potential survey participants based on their
roles in campus governance.
Contacts with participants. Presidents at 12 out of 36 ACA schools gave approval for
institutional participation and forwarded names and e-mails of campus liaisons who would
provide a list of potential participants to the researcher. Two institutions required IRB approval
at their own campus.
Campus liaisons provided lists of e-mails, names, and titles of 480 potential participants.
Lists from each institution varied widely from 8 to 122 names. As lists were received from
campus liaisons, they were reviewed by the researcher for appropriate representation of faculty,
staff, and administrators based on their roles and titles.
In keeping with AAUP‘s recommendation, participants included faculty, administrators,
and staff members at ACA institutions who were deemed to have the best understanding of the
governance process on their respective campuses based on their roles and engagement in
decision making. The ACA provides a natural grouping of constituents who regularly receive
and respond to e-mail communications.
The researcher began data collection late in the fall semester of 2013. Beginning on
December 2, 2013, e-mail invitations with the survey link (Appendix G) were sent to potential
participants on each campus on varying dates, depending on receipt of presidential approval and
upon receipt of the list from the campus liaison. One- and two-week reminders were sent to each
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campus. There was no attempt to track responses by individual participating institutions. The
survey link was closed on February 10, 2014.
The following Table 2 reflects the research project timeline.
Table 2
Research Project Timeline

Date

Action

4/9/12
3/19/13
9/18/13
11/6/13
11/14/13
11/18/13
12/2/132/3/13
2/10/13

Research proposal approved by committee (prospectus defense meeting)
Research protocol submitted to IRB for human subjects approval
Research protocol acknowledged and approved by IRB
E-mail introduction by ACA president to presidents and vice presidents
E-mail invitation mailed to presidents and vice presidents for academic affairs
E-mail reminder
E-mail invitations (with survey link) e-mailed to faculty, administrators, and staff
with one- and two-week reminders
Survey closed

Data Analysis
Once the survey was closed, the researcher used statistical analysis tools and descriptive
statistics through SurveyMonkey to analyze the data from the survey instrument to address the
four research questions. Because the survey items were based upon the seven standards of
shared governance as outlined by AAUP as a measure of the climate for governance, every
standard was analyzed as part of each research question.
Limitations, Delimitations and Strengths
―A quantitative approach makes it possible to measure the reactions of a great many
people to a limited set of questions, thus facilitating comparison and statistical aggregation of the
data. This gives a broad, generalizable set of findings presented succinctly and parsimoniously‖
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(Patton, 2002, p. 14). The results of this study provide concise, quantitative, numerical data, with
results relatively independent of the researcher.
Creswell (2003) suggests that researchers ―use delimitations to narrow the scope of a
study‖ (p. 36). This study confined itself to surveying faculty, administrators, and staff at
member institutions of the Appalachian College Association. It produced data about a relatively
small number of institutions.
1. Limitations of time and resources may affect the data gathering and analysis.
2. This study was limited to member institutions of the Appalachian College
Association. Therefore, the respondents of this study may not represent faculty,
administrators, and staff at other institutions of higher education.
3. Climate for shared governance will be measured by self-reporting perceptions by the
participants; therefore the study is limited by the accuracy of the respondents‘ selfperceptions.

4. This study was conducted during the fall 2013 semester and may not represent
past or future faculty, administrators, and staff at ACA institutions.
5. There was no attempt to include board members in this study, though they are
considered key participants in shared governance.
Protection of Human Subjects
Every effort was made to protect human subjects involved in this study. Written
permission was obtained from the West Virginia University Institutional Research Board (IRB)
for the Protection of Human Subjects, from the Appalachian College Association, and from
individual institutions. Implied consent was obtained through the invitation and survey link sent
to participants via SurveyMonkey.
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The Internet survey that was used for this study enabled the respondents to remain
anonymous, and e-mails with the survey link were sent via ―blind carbon‖ to ensure anonymity
of the recipients. Participants were notified of the voluntary nature of their participation, and
were expressly told that they could skip items or exit the survey at any time.
The information that was requested from the respondents was unidentifiable, except for
participants‘ open-ended comments, which were screened and edited by the researcher before
inclusion in the study results in order to ensure confidentiality and anonymity of the participants
and their institutions.
In addition, steps were taken through the survey settings in SurveyMonkey to further
ensure anonymity. The survey was configured not to collect Internet Protocol (IP) addresses
when a respondent completed the survey.
The list of participating institutions was maintained on a secure server, ensuring
confidentiality. Study results will be destroyed after three years.

Background of the Researcher
The researcher‘s educational background includes an undergraduate degree in English
composition and a master‘s degree in higher education administration. As the study concludes,
the researcher is a doctoral student in the higher education administration program at West
Virginia University, and currently serves in an administrative position at a law school at an
independent Catholic University of approximately 7,000 students.
With over 25 years of experience in higher education, the researcher began her career
teaching in a federally-funded job training program at a small, independent institution, and
currently serves as chief fundraiser for a law school, after two years of experience as a vice
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president for enrollment management.
For the past 15 years, the researcher has had significant engagement with various
governing boards while serving as VP for Advancement at two different independent colleges,
and has served on numerous committees comprised of faculty, staff, and administrative
colleagues.

Chapter Four: Results
Introduction
This dissertation study examined faculty, administrative, and staff perceptions of the
climate for shared governance at Appalachian College Association member institutions, based on
standards for shared governance outlined by the American Association of University Professors.
The results of this investigation are reported in accordance with the four research
questions. Research Question 1 concerned the perceptions of faculty members. Research
Question 2 addressed administrators‘ perceptions. Question 3 examined staff members‘
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perceptions. Question 4 explored comprehensive perceptions of shared governance in the
Appalachian College Association.
Survey Responses
At the time of closing the survey in SurveyMonkey on February 10, 2014, a total of 176
survey responses had been collected. Approval for participation in the study was received from
presidents at 12 of the 36 ACA institutions, representing 33.33%. This included institutions
from the following states: Kentucky, North Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia,
which represented all of the states included in the ACA.
The population for this study was 480 faculty, administrators, and staff members at the 12
participating ACA institutions. The final data set included 176 survey responses, which
represented a response rate of 36.66% .
Demographic Information of Study Participants
Participants were asked three demographic questions: gender, role and status, and years
in higher education. The 175 respondents to the gender item were divided between male
(53.71%) and female (46.29%).

As shown in Table 3, a total of 162 respondents reported their position and status
as faculty, staff, or administrator, with the option of indicating more than one role. There
were 196 responses. The majority of respondents were administrators (26.53%) and cabinetlevel administrators (18.88%), which together totaled 45.41%. Faculty respondents, including
tenured (22.95%) and non-tenured (17.86%) represented 40.81%. Staff members represented the
fewest respondents at 13.78%.
Table 3
Respondents’ Type of Position and Status
n

%
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45

22.95

Non-tenured Faculty Member

35

17.86

Staff Member

27

13.78

Cabinet-level Administrator

37

18.88

Administrator

52

26.53

Total

196

100%

As shown in Table 4, of the 174 respondents who indicated their years in higher
education, the highest percentage (17.24%) served from 21-25 years.
Table 4
Respondents’ Years in Higher Education
n

%

Less than 1 year

2

1.15

1-5 years

26

14.94

6-10 years

28

16.09

11-15 years

28

16.09
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27

15.52

21-25 years

30

17.24

26-30 years

17

9.77

More than 30 years

16

9.20

Total

174

100%
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Findings from the Research Questions
The following section addresses each research question with descriptive statistics for
each of the seven standards for shared governance included in the survey, and as outlined in
Table 1. For each survey item, the frequencies (N) and percentages (%) are calculated.
Research Question #1. What are faculty members‘ perceptions of the climate for
shared governance at their institutions?
There were a total of 80 faculty respondents in this study. This included both tenured (45)
and non-tenured (35) faculty members.
Institutional climate. There were three survey items on institutional climate at
ACA institutions--survey items #4, #5, and #11 as reflected in Table 5.
Survey item #4 addressed whether there was a culture of collegiality and respect on their
campus. There was similar response among faculty, with 62.22% of tenured faculty and 62.86%
of non-tenured faculty agreeing with the statement that ―there is a culture of collegiality and
respect on our campus.‖ Tenured faculty members were more likely to strongly agree with the
statement (31.11%) compared to non-tenured faculty (17.14%).
In response to the statement in survey item #5 that campus negotiations were conducted
in good faith and trust, 71.11% of tenured faculty agreed or strongly agreed, compared to
57.15% of non-tenured faculty, who also disagreed or strongly disagreed at a rate of 37.14%.
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In response to the statement in survey item #11 noting ―the Board respects and supports
the faculty‘s traditional role in institutional governance,‖ a majority (72.09%) of tenured faculty
agreed or strongly agreed compared to 45.45% of non-tenured faculty. In addition, 36.36% of the
non-tenured faculty responded ―I don‘t know‖ compared to 6.98% of the tenured faculty.
Table 5
Faculty Perceptions

Levels of Agreement
Agree
n
%

Disagree
n
%

Strongly
Disagree
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

SI 4 Culture of collegiality and respect
45 14 31.11
Tenured Faculty
35 6 17.14
Non-tenured Faculty

28
22

62.22
62.86

3
5

6.67
14.29

0
1

2.86

0
1

2.86

SI 5 Negotiations in good faith and trust
45
Tenured Faculty
35
Non-tenured Faculty

2
5

4.44
14.29

30
15

66.67
42.86

9
9

20
25.71

3 6.67
4 11.43

1
2

2.22
5.71

SI 11Board supports faculty‘s role
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

8
3

18.60
9.09

23
12

53.49
36.36

7
5

16.2
15.15

2
1

3
12

6.98
36.36

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Institutional Climate

43
33

4.65
3.03

Institutional communication. On the first of two survey items addressing
communication, and reflected in Table 6 as item 6, slightly more than 86% of tenured faculty
agreed or strongly agreed that there was a process for consultation with faculty leadership, as did
a majority of non-tenured faculty (68.57%). However, 11.43% of non-tenured faculty indicated
they did not know if there was a process for consultation, compared to 0% of the tenured faculty.
In response to the statement in item 7 that ―the faculty as a whole has timely access to
information necessary for faculty members to give input into governance processes,‖ a majority
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of tenured faculty strongly agreed or agreed (75.91%). Non-tenured faculty were more likely to
indicate they disagreed or strongly disagreed (48.57%) than any other choice.

Table 6
Faculty Perceptions

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

9
7

20.45
20.00

29
17

65.91
48.57

5
5

11.36
14.29

1
2

2.27
5.71

0
4

0
11.43

SI 7 Whole faculty has access to information
44 8
Tenured Faculty
35 2
Non-tenured Faculty

18.18
5.71

21
14

47.73
40.00

12
11

27.27
31.43

3
6

6.82
17.14

0
2

0
5.71

n

Item

Governance Standard
Communication

SI 6 Process for Consultation with Faculty
44
Tenured Faculty
35
Non-tenured Faculty

The board’s role. Three survey items (#8, #9, and #10), as reflected in Table 7, addressed
the role of the governing board.
As indicated in item #8, while more than half of the tenured faculty (57.78%) agreed or
strongly agreed that board members had appropriate education and experience, 40% of the nontenured faculty indicated they did not know board qualifications.
Survey item #9 was negatively worded: Board members are not involved in the day-today operations of the institution. While a majority of faculty, both tenured (86.66%) and nontenured (54.28%), indicated they strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, non-tenured were
more likely to indicate they did not know the board‘s involvement (34.29%).
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As indicated by item #10, a majority of tenured faculty (63.64%) and almost threequarters of non-tenured faculty (71.43%) indicated they did not know whether governing board
members were informed on governance issues.
Table 7
Faculty Perceptions

n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

45
35

5
6

11.11
17.14

21
8

46.67
22.86

6
5

13.33
14.29

2
2

4.44
5.71

11
14

24.44
40.00

SI 9 Is not involved in daily operations
45 15 33.33
Tenured Faculty
35 10 28.57
Non-tenured Faculty

24
9

53.33
25.71

3
3

6.67
8.57

0
1

0
2.86

3
12

6.67
34.29

SI10 Is informed on governance issues
44
Tenured Faculty
35
Non-tenured Faculty

6
2

13.64
5.71

4
6

9.09
17.14

4
1

9.09
2.86

26
25

63.64
71.43

Item

Governance Standard
Board‘s Role

SI 8 Has appropriate qualifications
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

2
1

4.55
2.86

The president’s role. Survey items #12, #13, #14, and #15 addressed the role of the
president in the governance process, as reflected in Table 8.
As indicated by item #12, the majority of tenured (93.02%) and non-tenured (80.42%)
faculty agreed or strongly agreed that their president had adequate academic and administrative
credentials to serve as the chief executive officer.
As reflected on item #13, more than three-quarters of tenured (83.72%) and over half of
the non-tenured faculty (58.83%) strongly agreed or agreed that the president rarely overturned

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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faculty decisions and recommendations in areas in which faculty has primary responsibility, such
as curriculum, tenure, and faculty promotion. However, the non-tenured faculty were more
likely to indicate they did not know (23.53%) compared to tenured faculty (2.33%).
In response to the statement in item #14 that ―The president seeks faculty input on
matters that are his or her primary responsibility (such as budgeting) in which the faculty has an
appropriate interest but not primary responsibility,‖ almost three-quarters of tenured faculty
(71.43%) agreed or strongly agreed, and 57.57% of non-tenured faculty agreed or strongly
agreed. Almost 40% of the non-tenured faculty disagreed or strongly disagreed with the
statement.
As indicated on item #15, 48.84% of the tenured faculty and 35.29% of the non-tenured
faculty agreed or strongly agreed that the president effectively advocated shared governance to
the governing board. Almost 40% of the tenured faculty indicated ―I don‘t know,‖ while 50% of
the non-tenured faculty indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 8
Faculty Perceptions

Item

n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

43
34

18
14

22
13

2
2

Governance Standard
President‘s Role

SI 12 Has appropriate credentials
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

41.86
41.18

51.16
38.24

0
3

0
8.82

1
2

2.33
5.88

4.65
5.88
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SI 13 Rarely overturns faculty positions
43
Tenured Faculty
34
Non-tenured Faculty

63

15

34.88

21

48.84

5

11.63

1

2.33

1

2.33

8

17.65

14

41.78

4

11.76

2

5.88

8

23.53

SI 14 Seeks faculty input
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

42
33

7
5

16.67
15.15

23
14

54.76
42.42

5
9

11.90
27.27

5
4

9.52
1 2.12

2
1

7.14
3.03

SI 15 Advocates shared governance
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

43
34

7
3

16.28
8.82

14
9

32.56
26.47

2
3

4.65
8.82

3
2

6.98
5.88

17
17

39.33
50.00

The faculty’s role. Four survey items (#16, #17, #18, and #29), reflected in Table 9,
addressed the role of the faculty at Appalachian College Association institutions.
Slightly more non-tenured faculty (52.94%) agreed with the statement in item #16 that
―the faculty is afforded an appropriate degree of autonomy with regard to its area of primary
responsibility‖ than the tenured faculty (50%). However, 17.65% of the non-tenured faculty
strongly disagreed, compared to 0% of the tenured faculty.
Non-tenured faculty (23.53%) were more than twice as likely to disagree with the
statement in item #17 that ―the faculty appropriately exercises its capacity for both adverse and
positive decisions in faculty personnel matters‖ than the tenured faculty (11.63%).
A majority of faculty, both tenured (64.28%) and non-tenured (58.83%) indicated they
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement in item #18 that ―resources for faculty
development, reward structures, and workloads support the development of faculty expertise in
shared governance.‖
As indicated on item #29, while a majority of tenured faculty (64.29%) indicated they
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that ―the faculty as a whole has an opportunity to
meet and comment on ‗short-listed‘ academic administrative candidates before hiring decisions
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are made,‖ over 40% of the non-tenured faculty (42.42%) disagreed or strongly disagreed, while
21.21% indicated ‗I don‘t know.‖
Table 9
Faculty Perceptions
Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

SI 16 Autonomy for primary responsibilities
42 14 33.33
Tenured Faculty
34 4 11.76
Non-tenured Faculty

21
18

50.00
52.94

6
6

14.29
17.65

0
6

0
17.65

1
0

2.38
0

SI 17 Exercises capacity for decisions
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

43
34

9
5

20.93
14.71

22
12

51.16
35.29

5
6

11.63
23.53

1
3

2.33
8.82

6
6

13.95
17.65

SI 18 Resources support expertise
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

42
34

1
2

2.38
5.88

10
8

23.81
23.53

19
15

45.24
44.12

5
5

19.05
14.71

4
4

9.52
11.76

SI 29 Input on academic candidates
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

42
33

6
1

19.05
3.03

19
11

45.25
33.33

8
10

19.05
30.30

7
4

16.67
12.12

0
7

0
21.21

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Faculty‘s Role

Joint decision making. Five items addressed joint decision making (#19, #20, #21, #22,
and #23) and are reflected in Table 10.
While the majority of tenured faculty (62.79%) indicated they agreed or strongly agreed
with the statement in item #19 that there is joint responsibility for decision making in the area of
long-range planning, almost 50% (48.48%) of the non-tenured faculty disagreed or strongly
disagreed.
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As reflected on item #20, a majority of both tenured (56.41%) and non-tenured (54.54%)
faculty disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that ―there is joint responsibility for
decision making regarding existing or prospective physical resources.‖
In response to the statement in item #21 that ―there is joint responsibility for decision
making in institutional budgeting,‖ tenured faculty were closely split between responses of
strongly agree and agree (50%) and disagree or strongly disagree (47.62%), while non-tenured
faculty tended to disagree or strongly disagree (66.66%).
As indicated on item #22, almost three-quarters of the tenured faculty (74.42%) agreed or
strongly agreed that ―there is joint responsibility for decision making in the selection of a new
president,‖ while more than half (57.58%) of non-tenured faculty indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As indicated on item #23, while the majority of tenured (95.35%) and non-tenured
(62.50%) faculty agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that there is ―joint responsibility
for decision making in faculty selection and promotion and the granting of tenure,‖ 18.75% of
the non-tenured faculty indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 10
Faculty Perceptions

n
Item

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree Disagree

Strongly
Agree

I don‘t
Know

Governance Standard
n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

18.60 5 11.63
24.24 8 24.24

3
4

6.98
12.12

14 35.90 16 41.03 6 15.38

1

2.56

Joint Decision Making
SI 19 Long-range planning
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

43
33

5
3

11.63 22 51.16
9.09 10 30.30

SI 20 Physical resources
Tenured Faculty

39

2

5.13

6
8
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33

0

0

10 30.30 11 33.33 7 21.21

5

15.15

SI 21 Institutional budgeting
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

42
33

1
0

2.38
0

20 47.62 13 30.95 7 16.67
8 24.24 14 42.42 8 24.24

1
3

2.38
9.09

SI 22 Choosing president
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

43
33

6
0

13.95 26 60.47
0
5 15.15

2
5

4.65 2 4.65 7 16.28
15.15 4 12.12 19 57.58

SI 23 Faculty hiring, promo, &
tenure
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

43
32

13 30.23 28 65.12
2 6.25 18 56.25

2
3

4.65
9.38

Non-tenured Faculty

0
3

0
9.38

0
6

0
18.75

Structural arrangements. Five survey items addressed structural arrangements (#24, #25,
#26, #27, and #28) and are reflected in Table 11.
As noted on item #24, both tenured and non-tenured faculty were somewhat divided on
their level of agreement with the statement that ―structure and processes that allow for faculty
collaboration are clearly defined in governance documents.‖ Over 50% (51.16%) of tenured
faculty strongly agreed or agreed, while 37.21% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Less than 50%
(45.45%) of non-tenured faculty agreed or strongly agreed, while almost 40% disagreed or
strongly disagreed with the statement.
In response to the statement in item #25 that ―collaborative structures and processes are
functioning in an effective manner,‖ less than half of both tenured and non-tenured faculty
agreed, with disagreement by 37.21% of tenured faculty and 24.24% of non-tenured faculty.
In response to the negatively worded statement in item #26, ―Our institution does not
have a faculty senate or other institution-wide governance body that meets on a regular basis,‖ a
majority of both tenured (64.29%) and non-tenured (59.38%) faculty indicated they disagreed or
strongly disagreed.
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As noted on item #27, almost three-quarters of the tenured faculty (74.36%) indicated
they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that ―faculty members determine how their
own representatives are selected to the senate/faculty governing body.‖ Similarly, a majority of
non-tenured faculty (60.60%) agreed or strongly agreed. However, slightly more than 15% of
non-tenured faculty indicated ―I don‘t know,‖ compared to 5.13% of the tenured faculty.
A majority of tenured (69.77%) and non-tenured (62.50%) faculty indicated they agreed
or strongly agreed with the statement in item #28 that faculty representation on joint committees
appropriately reflects their stake in the issue being addressed.
Table 11
Faculty Perceptions

Item Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

Structural Arrangements

SI 24 Governance documents define structure
43 5
Tenured Faculty
33 3
Non-tenured Faculty

11.63
9.09

17
12

39.53
36.36

15
10

34.88
30.30

1
3

2.33
9.09

5
5

11.63
15.15

SI 25 Structure and processes effective
43
Tenured Faculty
33
Non-tenured Faculty

2
2

4.65
6.06

18
12

41.86
36.36

16
8

37.21
24.24

0
4

0
12.12

7
7

16.28
21.21

SI 26 No faculty senate or similar
Tenured Faculty
Non-tenured Faculty

4
5

9.52
15.63

9
7

21.43
21.88

11
12

26.19
37.50

16
7

38.10
21.88

2
1

4.76
3.13

SI 27 Faculty determines representation
39 13 33.33
Tenured Faculty
33 5 15.15
Non-tenured Faculty

16
15

41.03
45.45

2
4

5.13
12.12

6
4

15.38
12.12

2
5

5.13
15.15

SI 28 Faculty representation appropriate
43
Tenured Faculty
32
Non-tenured Faculty

25
18

58.14
56.25

5
3

11.63
9.38

5
2

11.63
6.25

2
7

6.98
21.88

42
32

5
2

11.63
6.25
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Research Question #2. What are administrators‘ perceptions of the climate for shared
governance?
There were a total of 89 administrator respondents in this study. This included cabinetlevel administrators (37) and other lower-level administrators who do not serve on cabinet (52).
Institutional climate. Survey items #4, #5, and #11 addressed the matter of institutional
climate, as reflected in Table 12.
As reflected on item #4, a majority of cabinet-level administrators (97.29%), as well as
other administrators (86.79%), agreed or strongly agreed that there was a culture of collegiality
and respect on their campuses.
Well over three-quarters of cabinet-level administrators (91.89%) and three-quarters of
administrators (75.47%) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement in item #5 that ―campus
negotiations are carried out in good faith and an atmosphere trust.‖
In response to the statement in item #11 that ―the board supports the faculty‘s traditional
role in shared governance,‖ close to 100% of cabinet-level administrators (97.30%) agreed or
strongly agreed that the board supports the faculty‘s traditional role in shared governance, while
close to 20% of the non-cabinet level administrators (18.87%) indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Table 12
Administrator Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

24

0

Institutional Climate

SI 4 Culture of Collegiality and respect
37 12 32.43
Cabinet – level administrator

64.86

1

2.70

0

0

0
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53

9

16.98

37

69.81

5

9.43

1

1.89

1

1.89

SI 5 Negotiations in good faith & trust
37
Cabinet – level administrator
53
Administrator

9
4

24.32
7.55

25
36

67.57
67.92

2
7

5.41
13.21

0
4

0
7.55

1
2

2.70
3.77

SI 11 Board supports faculty‘s role
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator

6
5

16.22
9.43

30
33

81.08
62.26

1
5

2.70
9.43

0
0

0
0

0
10

0
18.87

Administrator

37
53

Institutional communication. Survey items #6 and #7 addressed this standard and are
shown on Table 13.
As reflected on item #6, almost 95% of the cabinet-level administrators (94.59%)
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed that there was a process for consultation with faculty.
Almost three-quarters of other administrators (73.58%) also agreed or strongly agreed. A number
of these administrators (16.98%) also indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
In response to the statement in item #7 that ―the faculty as a whole has timely access to
information necessary to give input into governance processes,‖ 83.78% of the cabinet-level
administrators agreed or strongly agreed, while 66.04% of other administrators agreed or
strongly agreed. Almost 19% of the latter group also indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Table 13
Administrator Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
f
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
f
%
f
f
%
f

I don‘t
Know
%
f

Communication
SI 6 Process for consultation with faculty
37 12 32.43
Cabinet – level administrator
53 9 16.98
Administrator

23
30

62.16
56.60

2
4

5.41
7.55

0
1

0
1.89

0
9

0
16.98

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS
SI 7 Faculty has access to information
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator

37
53

8
9

21.62
16.98

23
26

62.16
49.06

3
6

70

8.11
11.32

0
2

0
3.77

3
10

8.11
18.87

The board’s role. There were three survey items on the role of the board in shared
governance, #8, #9, and #10, as shown on Table 14.
As indicated on item #8, a majority (89.18%) of cabinet-level administrators agreed or
strongly agreed that the board had appropriate individual qualifications with regard to education
and experience. Other administrators (62.26%) indicated they agreed or strongly agreed, while
20.75% disagreed or strongly disagreed, and 16.98% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As reflected on item #9, just over 86% of both cabinet-level administrators and other
administrators agreed or strongly agreed that board members were not involved in daily
operations.
As indicated on item #10, cabinet-level administrators indicated they disagreed or
strongly disagreed (35.13%) that the board was informed on governance issues. Almost 22%
indicated they did not know. Over 50% of the lower-level administrators indicated they did not
know whether the board was informed on these matters.

Table 14
Administrator Perceptions

Item

n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

37
53

9
8

24
25

1
9

Governance Standard
Board‘s Role

SI 8 Has appropriate qualifications
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator

24.32
15.09

64.86
47.17

3
9

8.11
16.98

0
2

0
3.77

2.70
16.98
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SI 9 Not involved in daily operations
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 10 Informed on governance issues
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator

71

37
53

17
15

45.95
28.30

15
31

40.54
58.49

5
5

13.51
9.43

0
0

0
0

0
2

0
3.77

37
53

2
3

5.41
5.66

14
5

37.84
9.43

12
11

32.43
20.75

1
5

2.70
9.43

8
29

21.62
54.72

The president’s role. Survey Items #12, #13, #14, and #15 addressed the role of the
president, with responses as shown in Table 15.
As reflected on item #12, a majority of both cabinet-level administrators
(97.29%) and lower-level administrators (88.68%) agreed or strongly agreed that the president
had appropriate credentials.
As indicated on item #13, a majority of cabinet-level administrators (91.89%)
agreed or strongly agreed that the president rarely overturned faculty decisions, and 71.69% of
other administrators agreed or strongly agreed, while 18.87% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
While 86.48% of cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement in item #14 that the president sought faculty input on matters in which they have
appropriate interest but not primary responsibility, 24.53% of other administrators disagreed, and
13.21% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

As indicated on item #15, more than three-quarters of the cabinet-level administrators
agreed or strongly agreed that the president effectively advocated shared governance to the
board, while 38.46% of the other administrators indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Table 15

Administrator Perceptions
Levels of Agreement
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Item

Governance Standard
n

72

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Agree
n
%

Disagree
n
%

Strongly
Disagree
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

24
24

64.86
45.28

12
23

32.43
43.40

1
3

2.70
5.66

0
1

0
1.89

0
2

0
3.77

15

40.54

19

51.35

0

0

0

0

3

8.11

11

20.75

27

50.94

5

9.43

0

0

10

18.87

8
7

21.62
13.21

24
21

64.86
39.62

2
13

5.41
24.5

1
5

2.70
9.43

2
7

5.41
13.21

11
5

29.73
9.62

18
20

48.65
38.46

5
4

13.5
7.69

0
3

0
5.77

3
20

8.11
38.46

President‘s role
SI 12 Has appropriate credentials
Cabinet – level administrator 37
53
Administrator
SI 13 Rarely overturns faculty decisions
37
Cabinet – level administrator
53
Administrator
SI 14 Seeks faculty input
Cabinet – level administrator 37
53
Administrator
SI 15 Advocates shared governance
Cabinet – level administrator 37
52
Administrator

__________________________________________________________________________________

The faculty’s role. Survey items #16, #17, #18, and #29 addressed the faculty‘s role in
governance and are reflected in Table 16.
As reflected on item #16, over 90% of the cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly
agreed that the faculty has autonomy in matters that are their primary responsibility, such as
curriculum, tenure, and promotion. More than three-quarters of the other administrators agreed
or strongly agreed.
As noted on item #17, while three-quarters of the cabinet-level administrators indicated
they agreed or strongly agreed that faculty exercised its capacity for both adverse and positive
decisions in faculty personnel matters, 21.62% disagreed, and 24.53% of other administrators
indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As reflected on item #18, cabinet-level administrators (27.03%) disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the statement that ―resources support faculty expertise in shared governance,‖
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while slightly more than 45% of other administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed, and
20.75% of this group indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As noted on item #29, cabinet-level administrators (59.46%) agreed or strongly agreed
that faculty members have input on academic administrative candidates. Other administrators
(42.31%) agreed or strongly agreed, while 40.38% disagreed or strongly disagreed, and 17.31%
indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Table 16

Administrator Perceptions

Item

n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

37
53

13
11

35.14
20.75

21
31

56.76
58.49

1
6

2.70
11.32

0
0

0
0

2
5

5.41
9.43

37
53

5
4

13.51
7.55

23
28

62.16
52.83

8
7

21.62
13.21

0
1

0
1.89

1
13

2.70
24.53

37
53

2
1

5.41
1.89

23
17

62.16
32.08

10
18

27.03
33.96

0
6

0
11.32

2
11

5.41
20.75

37
53

6
5

16.22
9.62

16
17

43.24
32.69

7
17

18.92
32.69

1
4

2.70
7.69

7
9

18.92
17.31

Governance Standard
Faculty‘s Role

SI 16 Has autonomy
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 17 Exercises capacity for decisions
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 18 Resources support expertise
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 29 Input on academic candidates
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator

Joint decision making. Survey items #19, #20, #21, #22, and #23 addressed this
standard and are reflected on Table 17.
As indicated on item #19, more than three-quarters of the cabinet-level administrators
agreed or strongly agreed that there was joint decision making relative to long-range planning,
while 27.45% of other administrators disagreed.
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In response to the statement in item #20 that ―there is joint responsibility for decision
making regarding existing or prospective physical resources,‖ slightly more than three-quarters
of the cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly agreed. However, 21.62% disagreed with
the statement, as did 42.31% of the other administrators.
As reflected on item #21, a majority (81.08%) of cabinet-level administrators agreed or
strongly agreed that there was joint decision making relative to the institutional budget, but more
than half of other administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Slightly more than 67% of cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement in item #22 that there was joint responsibility in choosing a new president. Almost
31% of other administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed. More than 20% of both groups of
administrators indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As reflected on item #23, a majority of cabinet-level administrators and other
administrators agreed or strongly agreed that there was joint decision making relative to faculty
selection, promotion, and tenure. Both groups indicated ―I don‘t know,‖ with rates of 16.22%
and 20.75% respectively.

Table 17

Administrator Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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Joint decision making
SI 19 Long range planning
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 20 Physical resources
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 21 Institutional budgeting
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 22 Choosing president
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator
SI 23 Faculty hiring, promo, & tenure
Cabinet – level administrator
Administrator

37
51

7
4

18.92
7.84

24
29

64.86
56.86

6
14

16.22
27.45

0
2

0
2

3.92

37

3

8.11

25

67.57

8

21.62

0

1

2.70

52

2

3.82

17

32.69

22

42.31

5

9.62

6

11.54

37
52

5
2

16.22
3.85

24
19

64.86
36.54

5
23

13.51
44.23

1
5

2.70
9.62

1
3

2.70
5.77

37
52

6
4

16.22
7.69

19
18

51.22
34.62

2
14

5.41
26.92

2
2

5.41
3.85

8
14

21.62
26.92

37
53

6
9

16.22
16.98

21
28

56.76
52.83

2
4

5.41
7.55

2
1

5.41
1.89

6
11

16.22
20.75

3.92

Structural arrangements. A total of five survey items (#24, #25, #26, #27, and #28)
addressed structural arrangements for governance, as shown in Table 18.
In response to the statement in item #24 that governance documents define the process
for faculty collaboration, both cabinet-level administrators (27.03%) and other administrators
(28.30%) indicated ―I don‘t know‖ at similar rates.
As reflected on item #25, while 80.55% of cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly
agreed that the governance process was effective, almost 20% of other administrators disagreed,
and 25% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
In response to the negatively worded statement that ―there is no faculty senate or similar
in place,‖ almost 90% of cabinet-level administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed, while
almost 70% of other administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Over 80% of cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly agreed that faculty members
determine how their representatives are selected to the faculty governing body. Almost 70% of
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other administrators agreed or strongly agreed, and 17.31% of this group indicated ―I don‘t
know.‖
The final survey item (#28) in this section on structural arrangements states that faculty
representation on joint committees appropriately reflects their stake in the issue being addressed.
Well over three-quarters of the cabinet-level administrators agreed or strongly agreed. Other
administrators (69.81%) agreed or strongly agreed, while 16.98% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 18
Administrator Perceptions

Item

Standard
n

Structural arrangements

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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SI 24 Governance documents define structure
37 3
8.11
Cabinet – level administrator
53 4
7.55
Administrator
SI 25 Structure and processes are effective
36 3
8.33
Cabinet – level administrator
52 3
5.77
Administrator
SI 26 No faculty senate or similar
37 1
2.70
Cabinet – level administrator
53 4
7.55
Administrator
SI 27 Faculty determines
37 12 32.43
Cabinet – level administrator
52 11 21.15
Administrator
SI 28 Faculty representation
37 4 10.81
Cabinet – level administrator
53 5
9.43
Administrator

77

19
22

51.35
41.51

5
10

13.51
18.87

0
2

3.77

10
15

27.03
28.30

26
25

72.22
48.08

2
10

5.56
19.23

0
1

1.92

5
13

13.89
25.00

3
9

8.11
16.98

16
22

43.24
41.51

17
15

45.95
28.30

0
3

5.66

18
25

48.65
48.08

2
6

5.41
11.54

1
1

2.70
1.92

4
9

10.81
17.31

29
32

78.38
60.38

1
5

2.70
9.43

2
2

5.41
3.77

1
9

2.70
16.98

Research Question #3. What are staff members‘ perceptions of the climate for shared
governance? There were a total of 27 staff respondents in this study.
Institutional climate. Survey items #4, #5, and #11 focused on institutional climate, as
noted in Table 19.
As reflected on item #4, almost 90% of staff members agreed or strongly agreed that
there was a culture of collegiality and respect on their campuses.
However, as indicated on item #5, over 25% disagreed with the statement that
―negotiations among campus constituents are open and carried out in good faith and an
atmosphere of trust.‖
As shown on item #11, nearly 60% of staff members indicated they agreed that the board
supported the faculty‘s traditional role in governance, while close to 40% indicated ―I don‘t
know.‖
Table 19
Staff Perceptions
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Levels of Agreement

Item

Governance Standard

n

Agree

Strongly
Disagree
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

7.41

0

0

1

3.70

7

25.93

0

0

1

3.70

1

3.70

0

0

10

37.04

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Disagree

n

%

n

%

5

18.52

19

70.37

2

3

11.11

16

59.26

0

0

16

59.26

Institutional Climate
SI 4 Culture of collegiality and respect
27
Staff members
SI 5 Negotiations in good faith and trust
27
Staff members
SI 11 Board supports faculty‘s role
27
Staff member

Institutional communication. As shown on Table 20, two items addressed institutional
communication.
As indicated by item #6, 55% of the staff members agreed or strongly agreed that there
was a process for consultation with faculty, while 33.33% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Staff members (48.15%) were more likely to choose ―I don‘t know‖ (48.15%) in
response to the statement in item #7 that ―the faculty as a whole has timely access to information
necessary for faculty members to give input into governance processes.‖

Table 20
Staff Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n

Institutional Communication

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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SI 6 Process for consultation with faculty
27
Staff members
SI 7 Faculty has access to information
27
Staff members

79

3

11.11

12

44.44

3

11.11

0

0

9

33.33

2

7.41

11

40.74

1

3.70

0

0

13

48.15

The board’s role. Survey items #8, #9, and #10, as shown on Table 21, addressed the
role of the board in governance.
As reflected on item #8, a majority of staff members (70.37%) indicated they agreed or
strongly agreed that board members had appropriate qualifications, while 22.22% indicated ―I
don‘t know.‖
As indicated on item #9, while 66.66% agreed or strongly agreed that the board was not
involved in daily operations, almost 15% disagreed, and 18.52% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
A majority (74.07%) chose ―I don‘t know‖ in response to the statement in item #10 that
the board was informed on governance issues.

Table 21
Staff Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n

Board‘s Role

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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SI 8 Has appropriate qualifications
27
Staff members
SI 9 Not involved in daily operations
27
Staff members
SI 10 Informed on governance issues
27
Staff members

80

5

18.52

14

51.85

2

7.41

0

0

6

22.22

1

3.70

17

62.96

4

14.81

0

0

5

18.52

0

0

3

11.11

3

11.11

1

3.70

20

74.07

The president’s role. Four survey items, #12, #13, #14, and #15, addressed the role of
the president in the governance process, as reflected in Table 22.
Well over three-quarters (85.18%) of staff members agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement in item # 12 that ―the president has appropriate credentials.‖
As indicated on item #13, while over 50% agreed or strongly agreed that the president
rarely overturned faculty decisions, 37.04% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Almost 50% of the staff members responding indicated ―I don‘t know‖ in response to the
statement in item #14 that ―the president seeks faculty input on matters that are his or her
primary responsibility (such as budgeting) in which the faculty has an appropriate interest but not
primary responsibility.‖ While almost 63% agreed or strongly agreed that the president
effectively advocated shared governance to the governing board, nearly 30% indicated ―I don‘t
know.‖

Table 22
Staff Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n
President‘s Role

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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SI 12 Has appropriate credentials
Staff members
SI 13 Rarely overturns faculty
decisions
Staff members
SI 14 Seeks faculty input
Staff members
SI 15 Advocates shared governance
Staff members

81

27

14

51.85

9

33.33

3

11.11

0

0

1

3.70

27

4

14.81

11

40.74

2

7.41

0

0

10

37.04

27

1

3.70

10

37.04

3

11.11

0

0

13

48.15

27

3

11.11

14

51.85

2

7.41

0

0

8

29.63

The faculty’s role. As reflected in Table 23, four survey items addressed the faculty‘s
role, #16, #17, #18, and #29.
Over 50% of the staff members responding to item # 16 indicated they agreed or strongly
agreed that the faculty had autonomy with regard to its primary responsibility. However, almost
27% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Forty-eight percent of staff members indicated they agreed with the statement in item #17
that ―the faculty appropriately exercises its capacity for both adverse and positive decisions in
faculty personnel matters.‖ However, 48% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As noted on item #18, a majority of staff members (68%) chose ―I don‘t know‖ in
response to the statement that ―the faculty has an opportunity to meet and comment on ‗shortlisted‘ academic administrative candidates before hiring decisions are made.‖
As reflected on item #29, 41.66% of staff members agreed or strongly agreed that faculty
has input on academic administrative candidates, while 50% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Table 23
Staff Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree

I don‘t
Know
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n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

2

7.69

12

46.15

5

19.23

0

0

7

26.92

0

0

12

48.00

1

4.00

0

0

12

48.00

0

0

3

12.00

5

20.00

0

0

17

68.00

2

8.33

8

33.33

1

4.17

1

4.17

12

50.00

Faculty‘s Role
SI 16 Has Autonomy
26
Staff Members
SI 17 Exercises capacity for decisions
25
Staff Members
SI 18 Resources support faculty expertise
25
Staff Members
SI 29 Faculty has input on candidates
24
Staff Members

Joint decision making. There are five survey items which addressed this standard of
governance, #19, #20, #21, #22, and #23, as reflected in Table 24.
As indicated on item #19, a majority of staff members (76%) agreed or strongly agreed
that there was joint decision making in the area of long range planning.
On item #20, 56% agreed that there was joint decision making relative to existing or
prospective physical resources, while 28% disagreed.
Slightly more than 30% of staff members disagreed with the statement in item #21 that
there was joint responsibility for decision making in institutional budgeting.
As indicated on item #22, nearly 60% of staff respondents agreed or strongly agreed there
was joint responsibility in decision making regarding a new president, while 20.83% indicated ―I
don‘t know.‖
On item #23, over 50% indicated ―I don‘t know‖ relative to the joint responsibility for
decision making in faculty selection, promotion, and tenure.
Table 24

Staff Perceptions

Item

Governance Standard

Strongly

Levels of Agreement
Strongly

I don‘t
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n
n

Agree
%

n

Agree
%

83

Disagree
n
%

Disagree
n
%

n

Know
%

Joint Decision Making
SI 19 Long-range planning
27
Staff members
SI 20 Physical resources
25
Staff members
SI 21 Institutional budgeting
23
Staff members
SI 22 Choosing president
24
Staff members
SI 23 Faculty hiring, promotion, & tenure
24
Staff members

1

4.00

18

72.00

2

8.00

0

0

4

16.00

0

0

14

56.00

7

28.00

0

0

4

16.00

1

4.35

10

43.48

7

30.43

0

0

5

21.74

3

12.50

11

45.83

4

16.67

1

4.17

5

20.83

1

4.17

9

37.50

1

4.17

0

0

13

54.17

_____________________________________________________________________________
Structural arrangements. As shown in Table 25, survey items #24, #25, #26, #27, and
#28 addressed this standard of governance.
As indicated on item #24, a majority (66.67%) of staff chose ―I don‘t know‖ in response
to the statement that ―structure and processes that allow for faculty governance are clearly
defined in governance documents.‖
As noted on item #25, 50% of staff members chose ―I don‘t know‖ in response to the
statement about whether governance processes are effective.
More than three quarters of the staff members indicated they disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the statement in item #26 that there was no faculty senate or similar organization
in place.
For item #27, while almost 45% indicated their agreement that faculty determines their
representation on the faculty governing body, 45.83% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As indicated by item #28, over 60% of the staff members indicated they agreed or
strongly agreed that faculty representation on joint committees was an appropriate reflection of
their stake in the issue being addressed, while 30.43% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
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Table 25

Staff Perceptions
Item Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

0

0

8

33.33

0

0

0

0

16

66.67

0

0

9

37.50

3

12.50

0

0

12

50.00

0

0

2

8.33

12

50.00

7

29.17

3

12.50

1

4.17

10

41.67

2

8.33

0

0

11

45.83

1

4.35

13

56.52

2

8.70

0

0

7

30.43

Structural Arrangements

SI 24 Documents define structure
24
Staff Members
SI 25 Structure and processes effective
24
Staff Members
SI 26 No faculty senate or similar
24
Staff Members
SI 27 Faculty determines representation
24
Staff Members
SI 28 Faculty representation appropriate
23
Staff Members

Research Question #4: What is the perceived climate for shared governance at ACA
institutions? The following section is based on the statistical analysis of aggregated responses by
tenured and non-tenured faculty, administrators and cabinet-level administrators, and staff at
participating ACA schools, as reflected on the tables noted for each governance standard.
Institutional climate. There were three survey items on this standard, including #4, #5,
and #11, as reflected in Table 26.
Survey item #4 stated ―There is a culture of collegiality and respect on our campus.‖
Close to 90% of survey respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.
However, slightly more than 10% disagreed or strongly disagreed.
Close to three-quarters of respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement in item #5 that campus negotiations were ―carried out in good faith and an atmosphere
of trust.‖ Close to one-quarter indicated they disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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As indicated on item #11, a majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the
board supported the faculty‘s traditional role in governance, while over 20% indicated ―I don‘t
know.‖
Table 26
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools

Item

Governance Standard
n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

Institutional Climate

SI 4 Culture of Collegiality & Respect
135 45 26.01 107
Faculty, Administrators, Staff
SI 5 Negotiations in good faith & trust
173 22 12.72 104
Faculty, Administrators, Staff
SI 11 Board Supports Faculty‘s Role
170 17
10
101
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

61.85

14

8.09

4

2.31

3

1.73

60.12

29

16.76

11

6.36

7

4.05

59.41

14

8.24

3

1.76

35

20.59

Institutional communication. Two survey items (#6 and #7) addressed institutional
communication and are shown in Table 27.
As indicated on item # 6, more than three-quarters of the respondents (77.46%) indicated
they agreed or strongly agreed that there was a process for consultation with faculty leadership.
Close to 11% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
In response to the statement in item # 7 that ―the faculty as a whole has timely access to
information necessary for faculty members to give input into governance processes,‖ 59.53%
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed, while almost 25% indicated they disagreed or strongly
disagreed. More than 15% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 27
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools
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Item Governance Standard
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n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

173

36

20.81

98

56.56

16

9.25

4

2.31

19

10.98

173

24

13.87

79

45.66

33

19.08

10

5.78

27

15.61

Institutional communication
SI 6 Process for consultation
Faculty, Administrators, Staff
SI 7 Whole faculty has information
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

The board’s role. Three survey items (#8, #9, and #10) as reflected on Table 28
addressed the role of the governing board.
As indicated on item #8, while 62.65% of the respondents indicated they agreed or
strongly agreed that board members had appropriate education and experience, 21.84% indicated
―I don‘t know.‖
Survey item #9 was negatively worded: Board members are not involved in the day-today operations of the institution. More than three quarters of the respondents indicated they
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, while 13.79% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
In response to survey item #10 stating that board members are informed on governance
issues, close to 60% of the ACA respondents indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 28
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools

n
Item

Governance Standard

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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Board‘s Role

SI 8 Has appropriate qualifications
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

174

27

16.51

82

47.13

21

12.07

6

3.45

38

21.84

SI 9 Not involved in daily operations
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

174

55

31.61

77

44.25

17

9.77

1

0.57

24

13.79

SI10 Informed on governance
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

173

5

2.89

28

16.18

31

17.92

6

3.47

103

59.54

The president’s role. Four survey items (#12, #13, #14, and #15) addressed the role of
the president in the governance process, and responses are shown on Table 29.
As indicated on item #12, slightly more than 90% of respondents indicated they agreed or
strongly agreed that the president had adequate academic and administrative credentials to serve
as chief executive officer.
More than three-quarters of respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement in item #13 that the president rarely overturned faculty decisions and recommendations
in areas in which the faculty has primary responsibility. Almost 16% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
One comment noted that ―[the use of] ‗rarely‘ is tricky here. Because he has done this on a few
occasions, there is a very low level of trust.‖
In response to the item #14 statement, ―The president seeks faculty input on matters that
are his or her primary responsibility (such as budgeting) in which the faculty has an appropriate
interest but not primary responsibility,‖ 63.31% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed, while
more than 20% disagreed or strongly disagreed, and almost 16% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
In response to item #15, slightly more than 35% indicated ―I don‘t know‖ relative to the
statement that the president effectively advocates shared governance to the board.
Table 29
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools
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n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

SI 12 Has appropriate credentials
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

171

82

47.95

72

42.11

7

4.09

4

2.34

6

3.51

SI 13 Rarely overturns faculty
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

171

49

47.37

81

28.65

11

6.43

3

1.75

27

15.79

SI 14 Seeks faculty input
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

169

24

14.20

83

49.11

24

14.20

11

6.51

27

15.98

171

26

15.20

65

38.01

13

7.60

6

3.51

61

35.67

Item

Governance Standard

President‘s Role

SI 15 Advocates shared governance
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

The faculty’s role. Four survey items (#16, #17, #18, and #29) as reflected on Table 30
addressed the role of faculty in the decision-making process at ACA schools.
On item #16, a majority of faculty, administrators and staff (73.96%) agreed or strongly
agreed that the faculty is afforded an appropriate degree of autonomy with regard to its area of
primary responsibility, while 16.57% disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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As indicated on item #17, while 60.35% of respondents indicated they agreed or strongly
agreed that faculty appropriately exercises its capacity for both adverse and positive decisions in
faculty personnel matters, 19.53% disagreed or strongly disagreed, and 20.12% indicated ―I
don‘t know.‖
Responses were somewhat divided on the statement in item #18 that ―resources for
faculty development, reward structures, and workloads supports the development of faculty
expertise in shared governance.‖ While 35.72% indicated they agreed or strongly agreed, 43.45%
disagreed or strongly disagreed. More than 20% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
For item #29, while more respondents (47.59%) agreed or strongly agreed than disagreed
with the statement that the whole faculty has a chance to meet and comment on short-listed
academic administrative candidates before hiring decisions are made, 33.13% disagreed or
strongly disagreed, and 19.28% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 30
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools

Item

Governance standards
Faculty‘s Role

SI 16 Has autonomy

n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%
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169

35

21.30

89

52.66

21

12.43

7

4.14

16

9.47

SI 17 Exercises capacity for decisions
Faculty, Administrators, Staff 169

20

11.83

82

48.52

28

16.57

5

2.96

34

20.12

SI 18 Resources support faculty
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

169

5

2.98

55

32.74

56

33.33

17

10.12

35

20.83

SI 29 Has input on candidates
Faculty, administrators, staff

166

17

10.24

62

37.35

39

23.49

16

9.64

32

19.28

Faculty, Administrators, Staff

Joint decision making. Five survey items addressed joint decision making (#19, #20,
#21, #22, and #23), as reflected in Table 31.
As indicated on item #19, while 66.47% of respondents indicated they agreed or strongly
agreed that there was joint responsibility for long range planning, 26.94% indicated they
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
While 46.95% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement in item #20
that there is joint responsibility for decision making regarding existing or prospective resources,
43.30% indicated they disagreed or strongly disagreed.
In response to the item #21 statement that ―there is joint responsibility for decision
making in institutional budgeting,‖ responses were somewhat divided between disagreement
(43.04%) and agreement (49.09%). Comments ranged from ―There is a campus-wide budget
committee,‖ to ―Very strongly disagree. Actually the faculty representative was recently told she
‗didn‘t need to attend‘ the upcoming meeting where the budget was being discussed.‖
On item #22, while 50% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed there is joint
responsibility for decision making in the selection of a new president, 31.33% indicated ―I don‘t
know.‖
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A majority of respondents (69.70%) indicated they agreed or strongly agreed there was
joint responsibility for decision making in faculty selection and promotion and the granting of
tenure. However, 20% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 31
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools

n

Item Governance Standard

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

Joint Decision Making
SI 19 Long range planning
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

167

19

11.38

92

55.09

31

18.56

14

8.38

11

6.59

SI 20 Physical resources
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

167

6

3.66

71

43.29

56

34.15

15

9.15

16

9.76

SI 21 Institutional budgeting
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

164

10

6.06

71

43.03

52

31.52

19

11.52

13

7.88

SI 22 Choosing president
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

166

16

9.64

67

40.36

23

13.86

8

4.82

52

31.33

SI 23 Faculty hiring, promotion, and tenure
166
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

24

14.55

91

55.15

10

6.06

7

4.24

33

20.0

Structural arrangements. Five survey items (#24, #25, #26, #27, and #28) addressed
structural arrangements at ACA schools, as reflected in Table 32.
In response to the statement in item #24 that the structure and processes that allow for
faculty collaboration are clearly defined in governance documents, 47.90% agreed or strongly
agreed, while 27.54% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖ Close to 25% disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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On item #25, while 50.91% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that collaborative
structures and processes are functioning in an effective manner, almost 25% disagreed or
strongly disagreed, and 24.24% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
Survey item #26 was a negatively worded statement: Our institution does not have a
faculty senate or other institution-wide governance body that meets on a regular basis. Nearly
three-quarters of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed.
On item #27, while 66.05% of respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed that
faculty members determine how their own representatives are selected to the senate/faculty
governing body, 17.28% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖
As indicated on item #28, while a majority of respondents indicated they agreed or
strongly agreed that faculty are appropriately represented on joint committees based on their
stake in the issue being addressed, 16.97% indicated ―I don‘t know.‖

Table 32
Perceived Climate at ACA Schools

Item

Governance standard

n

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Levels of Agreement
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
n
%
n
%
n
%

I don‘t
Know
n
%

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS

93

Structural Arrangements
SI 24 Documents define structure
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

167

7.78

67

40.12

36

21.56

5

2.99

46

27.54

SI 25 Structure and collaborative processes effective
165 7
4.24
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

77

46.67

36

21.82

5

3.03

40

24.24

SI 26 No faculty senate or similar
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

6.67

26

15.67

65

39.39

54

32.73

9

5.45

SI 27 Faculty determines representation
162 33 20.37
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

74

45.68

16

9.88

11

6.79

28

17.28

SI 28 Faculty representation is appropriate
165 15
Faculty, Administrators, Staff

97

58.79

15

9.09

10

6.06

28

16.97

165

13

11

9.09

Chapter Five: Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
This chapter presents a summary of the study, conclusions from the research, and
recommendations for practice and future research related to shared governance.
Summary
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Shared governance has traditionally been a hallmark of the decision-making process in
American higher education. This tradition rests on the assumption that faculty should hold a
substantive role in decision making, along with governing boards and administration (CHEPA,
2003).
However, the rapidly changing higher education environment has fostered questions and
controversy about the effectiveness of the shared governance model, which has been
characterized by some as a hindrance to strategic thinking and nimble action (AFT, 2006; Bok,
2013). This is in spite of national studies which indicate that shared governance is considered
valuable by institutions of higher education (AGB, 2009a; CHEPA, 2003).
Wellman (2006) characterizes the benefits of shared governance in this way: ―Above all,
shared governance is supposed to protect institutions from short-term political trends, ensure
stability, and guard the institution from intellectual fads or inappropriate control of the institution
by single-interest groups‖ (p. 53).
There have been numerous studies on shared governance throughout the years, including
more recent national surveys and reports from the Association of Governing Boards of Colleges
and Universities (AGB, 2009b; AGB, 2010; AGB, 2012). However, none has included research
on the key standards outlined in AAUP documents since its seminal statement on shared
governance in 1966. Given the historical importance of shared governance, the purpose of this
study was to investigate how faculty, administrators, and staff perceived the climate for shared
governance at 36 member institutions of the Appalachian College Association, based on
standards for sound shared governance in higher education as outlined by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP). .
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Research was conducted by surveying campus constituents deemed knowledgeable about
governance and decision-making processes by their presidents or vice presidents for academic
affairs at their respective institutions of higher education. Because shared governance has
traditionally characterized the decision making model at most small, independent institutions of
higher education, the ACA, a consortium of such institutions, provided a convenient site for this
research study.
Campus perceptions regarding the climate for governance, based on seven standards for
shared governance as outlined by the AAUP, were collected via a link to a brief, anonymous
online survey that was e-mailed to faculty, administrators, and staff at all participating ACA
institutions. Their perceptions are reported in Chapter 4 through aggregate descriptive data from
the survey results.
Conclusions from the Research Questions
Research Question #1 conclusion. What are faculty members‘ perceptions of the
climate for shared governance at their institutions?
The results of this study indicated that there were generally differences of perceptions
between tenured and non-tenured faculty on a number of the seven standards relative to the
climate for shared governance, with tenured faculty more often inclined to respond in agreement
or strong agreement with the positively worded survey items. The following highlights
comments from tenured and non-tenured faculty to provide further insight into their differing
perceptions.
Regarding the institutional climate standard, non-tenured faculty members were less
likely to agree that there was an atmosphere of negotiating in good faith and trust. One non-
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tenured faculty member noted, ―Our administration dictates policy, often changing it on a whim,
and faculty are not consulted. At best, we are asked to rubber stamp policy changes that have
already been implemented.‖ Another said, ―The administration is dominating and suffocating in
its duties. All decisions are made by the president of the college, therefore bypassing committees
and faculty input.‖
Also, there were differing perceptions between both tenured and non-tenured faculty
about whether structure and processes that allow for faculty collaboration are clearly defined in
the governance documents, and whether the institution has a faculty senate or other governance
body that meets regularly.
The following comments from tenured faculty were noted: ―The entire college faculty
meets several times a year,‖ and ―Well, the whole faculty meets monthly.‖
The following comments were from non-tenured faculty: ―We have an executive
committee. We don‘t have any power.‖ ―We meet as a full faculty once a month to vote on
curriculum and policy changes. When we ask questions, we are chastised by our VP for
Academic Affairs, who runs the meetings and who controls discussion/debate.‖
Differing faculty perceptions on the institutional communication standard are best
highlighted by some survey comments from tenured and non-tenured faculty. Tenured faculty
who agreed that ―the faculty as a whole has timely access to information necessary for faculty
members to give input into governance processes,‖ may be represented by this comment from a
tenured faculty member: ―We get this right in the major decisions, but some smaller decisions
that come before faculty bodies do so without much background information.‖
However, non-tenured faculty members were more likely to disagree, as underscored by
this comment: ―Once again, faculty members are completely ignored when decisions are made
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on campus. Also, there is an incredible level of non-communication. This leads to speculation,
rumors, and eventually the truth.‖
Additionally, non-tenured faculty members were more likely to indicate ―I don‘t know‖
at a higher percentage rate compared to tenured faculty on 24 out of 26 questions. This includes
perceptions on the role of the president, as underscored by this comment: ―I don‘t know what our
President really does. It all seems to be relegated to our Academic Affairs VP.‖
Given the differences in perceptions about shared governance between tenured and nontenured faculty in this study, the results may lend credence to Gerber‘s (2010) assertion, as noted
in the literature review, that the rise of contingent faculty appointments and the decline of tenuretrack faculty has a negative effect on faculty governance.
These RQ #1 conclusions about differing perceptions have implications for practice and
research that will be noted in later sections.
Research Question #2 conclusion. What are administrators‘ perceptions of the climate
for shared governance? Administrator respondents self-identified as ―cabinet-level
administrator‖ or ―administrator.‖ Cabinet-level administrators, regardless of title, serve on the
president‘s cabinet at their respective institutions. Other administrators who do not serve on
president‘s cabinet are considered ―lower-level‖ administrators for purposes of this study.
Findings indicated that lower-level administrators and cabinet-level administrators
responded similarly to the three survey items on institutional climate. A majority agreed that
there was a culture of collegiality and respect, that negotiations were conducted in good faith and
trust, and that the board supported the faculty‘s role in governance.
However, in a manner similar to the differences between tenured and non-tenured faculty,
the findings indicated that there appeared to be some differences in perceptions between cabinet-
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level administrators compared to other lower-level administrators. Lower-level administrators
were more likely to indicate ―I don‘t know‖ to many of the other survey items at a response rate
higher than 17%, including both survey items on communication, two of three items regarding
the role of the governing board, three out of four items on the role of the faculty, and four out of
five items on structural arrangements. This suggested a general lack of understanding about key
governance standards on the part of many lower-level administrators at their ACA institutions.
It should be noted that lower-level administrators represented the largest group of
respondents (52) in the study. As noted in the literature review, Rhoades (2005) has suggested
that an increase in non-faculty professionals in higher education has had a negative effect on
governance. This rise in the number of managerial professionals may have resulted in a
corresponding rise in the lack of understanding about the nature of shared governance and the
appropriate roles of faculty, board, and administration.
Given the lack of knowledge of shared governance indicated, recommendations for
practice and future research will be noted in a later section.
Research Question #3 conclusion. What are staff members‘ perceptions of the climate
for shared governance?
Findings indicated that on most of the seven governance standards, staff members chose
―I don‘t know‖ on more items (23 out of 26) at a higher percentage than faculty or
administrators, indicating a deficit of information about shared governance practices among
many of the staff on their campuses in the Appalachian College Association.
While neither the AAUP nor AGB has outlined a role for staff members in the shared
governance process, recent literature (Miller & Murry, 2011) suggests that as the concept of
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shared governance continues to evolve, staff members should have a role in decision making in
the academy. Implications for practice and research will be noted in later sections.
Research Question #4 conclusion. The following conclusions are based upon a
synthesis of the aggregated results of the perceptions of tenured and non-tenured faculty,
administrators and cabinet-level administrators, and staff at participating Appalachian College
Association schools. It should be noted that campus liaisons were requested to identify faculty,
staff, and administrators as potential participants in the study who were participants in the shared
governance processes at their respective institutions.
While the majority of respondents to survey items #4, #5, and #11 on institutional climate
indicated they agreed that there was collegiality and respect on their campuses, distinctions were
drawn as noted in the following comments: ―Yes, among many faculty. No, among
administration and between administration and faculty.‖ ―Faculty are collegial with each other,
but there is a great lack of collegiality with the academic administration. This appears to stem
from a total lack of respect for the faculty by the academic administration.‖ ―It exists among the
faculty and among the administration, but many members of our administration, including our
VP for academic affairs, seem to have little respect for faculty. It is mixed when it comes to
relations between faculty and staff.‖
Based on the number of responses indicating ―I don‘t know‖ at 20% or higher on survey
items #8, #10, #15, #17, #18, #29, #22, #23, #24, #25), there is a lack of knowledge about
governance practices among faculty, administrators, and staff at some ACA institutions.
The conclusions for this research question have led to some recommendations for
practice and future research. These will be noted in the following two sections.
Recommendations for Practice
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A synthesis of conclusions from the four research questions yielded a number of
recommendations to assist institutions in improving perceptions of the climate for shared
governance. The recommendations are shown as bullet points and also include supporting
rationale.
Advancing these practices assumes that there is an institutional commitment to shared
governance and an acknowledgement of its value in academia. Burbules (2013) notes:
Shared governance begins with a presumption of shared commitment to the constitutional
principles and to the best interests of the institution. Faculty and administrators view
themselves as partners in a common project; this is what the ‗shared‘ in shared
governance means. (para. 9)


Because most institutions know little about the experiences of part-time and
contingent faculty (Kezar, Lester, & Anderson, 2006), institutional research
should focus attention on this group. Institutions should survey these faculty
members on a range of issues, and include them in focus groups with vice
presidents, deans, and department chairs in order to discern the most valuable
ways to include them in governance processes and to ensure they are treated with
respect.

While no empirical studies have actually demonstrated that shared governance has
declined with the increase in contingent faculty, many higher education observers have suspected
and feared the correlation, such as Gerber (2010), who asserts that this increase in contingent
faculty and a decline in tenure-track faculty contributes to a decline in shared governance. In this
study, the differences in perceptions between tenured and non-tenured faculty suggests that some
non-tenured faculty feel marginalized in the governance process.
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Kezar, Lester, & Anderson (2006) note, ―Contingent faculty members still remain
invisible on many campuses. Data will both inform our decisions and combat stereotypes‖ (p.
32). They also indicate that there has been no tradition or systematic policy for including
contingent faculty in governance. Further, they propose that contingent and part-time faculty are
―a valuable and underutilized resource that can contribute greatly to shared governance on
college and university campuses‖ (p. 122), and that ―campuses need to address biases and
stereotypes that prevent contingent faculty from becoming valued members of the community‖
(p.131).


Institutions should consider a very recent recommendation by the AAUP (2014)
to define faculty inclusively rather than exclusively, ensuring that faculty status is
not limited to those holding tenured or tenure-track appointments, and thereby
promoting broader faculty participation in governance.

Ramo (1997) asserts that participation in governance is ―an ethical obligation of faculty
members,‖ (p. 8), noting that ―this helps ensure that the full diversity of available expertise will
help shape the institution, prevents faculty governance from becoming a ‗faculty oligarchy,‘ and
sends a message to other stakeholders that all faculty are committed to furthering and supporting
the quality of the academic enterprise.‖ The literature does suggest that faculty members who
play an active part in decision making have a much more favorable view of shared governance
(Bok, 2013).


Because of the significant change in faculty demographics, practice may also need
to include the revision of policies and procedures to ensure contingent faculty are
included in the governance process.
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Though many people inside and outside of higher education think of tenure-track
appointments as the norm, in reality tenure-track faculty are a dwindling minority on American
campuses. While in 1975, tenure-track faculty accounted for 45.1% of the instructional staff, by
2009 they accounted for only 24.4% (AAUP, 2012, para. 22).
The AAUP (2012) has also calculated that by 2009—the latest year for which national
data are available—75.6% of US faculty appointments were off the tenure track and 60.5% of
US faculty appointments were part-time appointments off the tenure track, including graduatestudent-employee appointments. These figures underrepresent postdoctoral fellows, a growing
category of appointment on some campuses and in some disciplines.


Institutions should consider adopting specific policies or practices that outline
how faculty will be included in meetings of the governing board.

Very recently, the AAUP (2014) issued a statement on best practices for faculty
communication and interaction with governing boards, as follows:
1) Every standing committee of the governing board, including the executive committee,
should include a faculty representative.
2) New faculty representatives to the governing board should participate in orientation for
new trustees.
3) Direct communication between the faculty and the governing board should occur through
a liaison or conference committee consisting only of faculty members and trustees and
meeting regularly to discuss topics of mutual interest. (para. 22)


Some institutions would benefit from working collaboratively campus-wide on
governance documents which define their own parameters for the decision
making process, and broadly disseminating this information to campus
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constituents, including tenured and non-tenured faculty, as well as administrators
and other staff members.


Institutions should consider including lower-level administrators and staff
members alongside others in efforts to educate and to develop common
understanding of the shared governance process.

The findings of this ACA study indicated differences in perceptions between cabinet-level
administrators and those lower-level administrators who do not serve on cabinet. Generally, as
might be expected based on their participation in decision making at the institutional level and
their typical engagement with the governing board, cabinet-level administrators generally
seemed more informed about the standards of shared governance and more often inclined to have
more positive perceptions. This parallels Bok‘s (2013) assertion that professors who ―have an
active part in shared governance have a much more favorable view‖ (p. 22).
Staff member respondents at ACA schools appeared least knowledgeable about
governance, compared to faculty and administrators, as noted in the survey results. While
AAUP‘s 1966 statement on shared governance did not include staff members, and the ―shared
governance compact‖ has traditionally been considered faculty, administration, and board
(Bornstein, 2012, para. 8), Wellman (2006) cites an ―ongoing evolution of the shared governance
process‖ (p. 31) which increasingly includes staff members on many campuses.
According to Miller & Murry (2011) the number of staff members at American higher
education institutions has more than doubled in the past 20 years as occupations in technology,
development, government relations, and even athletic administration have grown as never before
in the history of the academy. The authors suggest that as the number, variety, and importance of
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these staff positions have grown, ―so has the need for their involvement in determining the
direction and vision of the contemporary university‖ (p. 3).


Institutions should consider publishing a “statement on shared governance” as an
outcome of a collaborative process that includes faculty, administrators, and
staff. This might include a campus definition of the concept of shared
governance, the principles upon which it is based, as well as roles and
responsibilities.

More specifically, this could begin with a discussion about whether the institution‘s
decision-making process is considered fully collaborative, consultative, or distributed (CHEPA,
2003).


Board orientation for new members should include information on the historical
context for shared governance in higher education, as well as the review of
campus governance documents or statements on shared governance.

The findings of this study indicated that almost 60% of the faculty, administrators, and
staff respondents at ACA schools did not know whether their board members were educated on
matters of shared governance, and more than 20% disagreed that the board was so informed.
For this reason it seems that board members would benefit from understanding the
historical context of collegial decision making, especially given that the literature indicates they
increasingly come to higher education from the world of business (Bornstein, 2012).


Governing boards should include a regular assessment of their membership to
gauge background and experience as a means of ensuring that some board
members have an understanding of higher education and shared governance.

As suggested by Bornstein (2012), boards can improve their understanding of shared
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governance by ensuring that their membership includes educators from other institutions and
associations who bring a broad understanding of higher education and institutional governance.


To help shared governance work, the president must assume the lead in making
the concept of shared governance a part of board orientation.

Bornstein (2012) noted:
Most board members come from a business culture and are unfamiliar with these core
concepts, which may seem to them unnecessary, disruptive, and unreasonable. The
president is in the best position to promote contact, cooperation, and consensus among
board members, administrators, and faculty members by creating opportunities for
interaction and consultation. (para. 24)


Institutions would benefit from regularly conducting assessments of their campus
decision-making processes, including a broad array of campus constituents, as
well as board members.

This practice would provide an opportunity to inform, as well as evaluate. Olson (2009)
notes:
The key to genuine shared governance is broad and unending communication. When
various groups of people are kept in the loop and understand what developments are
occurring within the university, and when they are invited to participate as true partners,
the institution prospers. That, after all, is our common goal. (para. 14)
In addition to improving the climate for governance in these various ways, it is expected
that institutions will realize the benefits of shared governance as noted in the literature review—
more complex analysis and better decisions, greater buy-in and trust, and improved morale
(Birnbaum, 1992; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Ferren & Stanton, 2004: Kezar, Carducci &
Contreras-McGavin, 2006).
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Recommendations for Future Research


Given the ongoing debate about more “corporate” models of governance versus
the traditional, “consensual” academic approaches as noted in the literature
review, research is needed to identify and study institutions which have instituted
a more corporate approach to determine the impact of such decision-making
processes on institutional effectiveness.



Qualitative studies that include opportunities to interview faculty,
administrators, and board members on campuses where the climate for
governance is sound would provide rich data about best practices in shared
governance, adding to the literature and providing practical assistance for
institutions of higher education.

This study focused on perceptions of shared governance at Appalachian College
Association institutions. However, because the data is aggregated, there is no opportunity to
identify individual institutions where the climate for governance is sound, and from which best
practices for effectively implementing shared governance could be gleaned.
In her article, ―Transforming Institutions through Shared Governance,‖ president emerita
Rita Bornstein (2012) affirms the need for understanding the effective implementation of shared
governance:
Shared governance is a basic tenet of higher education and is frequently referred
to. But what, at its best, does shared governance mean in today‘s changing environment?
How can institutions most effectively implement shared governance, and what is the
specific role of the board, as well as of the president and faculty members, in doing so?
(para.3)
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More research is needed on the role and effectiveness of governing boards.

Bok (2013) says, ―One essential part of any careful assessment of campus governance is
how well it has responded to the most important challenges facing colleges and universities‖
(para. 12). He asserts that the governing board could and should have an increased role.
Research is needed to determine how that role might change compared to the traditional concept
outlined in the literature.
The results of this study suggested that the role and practices of the governing board in
shared governance remains unclear on many ACA campuses. A recent article by Derek Bok
(2013) asserts that ―few boards have been notably successful in helping to shape the goals and
priorities of their institutions‖ (p. 22), and notes that this is an inadequate approach to meeting
some of the key challenges facing higher education today.
Conclusion
Olson‘s (2009) assertion on the nature of shared governance seems to underscore its
inherent challenges:
Shared governance is not a simple matter of committee consensus….or any number of
other common misconceptions. Shared governance is much more complex; it is a delicate
balance between faculty and staff participation in planning and decision-making
processes, on the one hand, and administrative accountability on the other. (para. 6)
Broad participation, collaboration, and compromise are the mechanisms by which
colleges and universities have traditionally governed themselves. Shared governance builds
social capital in a college or university—relationships of trust, cooperation, and reciprocity that
enable an institution to fulfill its goals (Bornstein, 2012).
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Astin & Astin (2000) have noted that when the individual is a member of a collaborative
group that has identified a shared purpose, it is much easier to behave with authenticity.
Collaboration with a shared purpose also enhances the individual's commitment because it serves
as a reinforcer: like-minded people working together toward a common goal strengthen each
other's individual commitment toward that goal.
In the increasingly competitive and ever-changing higher education setting, it is
incumbent upon institutions of higher education to avail themselves of best practices in all areas
of academe, including shared governance. While shared governance is a term used primarily in
higher education, the underlying concept represents good management practice in many settings
(Bornstein, 2012).
Charles C. Krulak, who assumed the presidency of Birmingham Southern College in
2011 after a distinguished career in the military and in business, wrote about his introduction to
the basic AAUP documents on shared governance (2011):
―I found them in sync with the way I have operated for years,‖ he said. ―I have yet to find
a truly successful military leader, business leader, or professional coach who did not seek
out the unvarnished opinions and views of his or her people. Not only seek out opinions
and views but critically understand that it is bad business to ask people to charge a
machine gun nest or cut a business deal or accept a game plan without fully
understanding their views of the proposed tactics and getting their buy-in‖ (para. 4).
―A commitment to shared governance improves the productivity, quality, and reputation
of an institution and creates a positive climate for students, staff members, and the community‖
(Bornstein, 2012, Conclusion). To that end, institutions committed to shared governance would
do well to focus on collaborative processes to develop a common understanding of its meaning
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and value, broadly disseminate this information to its campus and its board, and include
contingent and non-tenured faculty in the decision-making process.
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APPENDIX A: Survey Instrument

As a doctoral student at West Virginia University majoring in higher education administration, I
request your participation in my research study entitled, A Study of Faculty, Administrative, and
Staff Perceptions of the Climate for Shared Governance at Appalachian College Association
Member Institutions.
Your answers to the following survey questions will be anonymous, and your institution‘s
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participation in this study will remain confidential. The information that will be obtained from
this survey will be reported in the aggregate. Your name and any other identifiable information
about you or your institution will not be released in the reported results. You must be 18 years or
older to participate, and your participation is entirely voluntary.
In addition, you can skip questions or exit the questionnaire at any time. Please answer as
candidly as possible.
Thank you for being willing to participate in the survey.
--Tanya Easton
Doctoral Student
West Virginia University
Demographic Items
Please indicate the appropriate responses to the following [drop-down menu or list of choices]:
1. I am a
male
female.
2. I am (choose all that apply):
tenured faculty member
nontenured faculty member
staff member
cabinet-level administrator
administrator.
3. I have been employed in higher education for (range of years):
Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years

A STUDY OF FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS

122

26-30 years
more than 30 years

Shared Governance Items
Please respond by indicating your agreement or disagreement with the following statements about your
institution‘s decision-making and shared governance processes:

4. There is an atmosphere of collegiality and respect on our campus.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

5. Negotiations among campus constituents are open and carried out in good faith and an
atmosphere of trust.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
6. There is a process for consultation with faculty leadership.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________ ______

7. In addition to faculty representatives, the faculty as a whole has timely access to information
necessary for faculty members to give input into governance processes.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
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8. Members of the governing board have appropriate individual qualifications with regard to
education and experience.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
9. Board members are not involved in the day-to-day operations of the institution.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
10. Board members inform themselves on governance issues by keeping up with the literature and
participating in training opportunities and meetings of the Association of Governing Boards, the
AAUP, or similar organizations.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
11. The board respects and supports the faculty's traditional role in institutional governance.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
12. The president has adequate academic as well as administrative credentials to serve as the chief
executive officer of the institution.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

13. The president rarely overturns faculty decisions and recommendations in areas in which the
faculty has primary responsibility (e.g., curriculum, tenure, and promotion decisions).
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
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_________________________________________________________________________
14. The president seeks faculty input on matters that are his or her primary responsibility
(such as budgeting) in which the faculty has an appropriate interest but not primary responsibility.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

15. The president effectively advocates the principles of shared governance to the governing board.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
16. The faculty is afforded an appropriate degree of autonomy with regard to its areas of primary
responsibility (curriculum, tenure, and promotion) by the administration and governing board.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
17. The faculty appropriately exercises its capacity for both adverse and positive decisions in faculty
personnel matters.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

18. Resources for faculty development, reward structures, and workloads support the development of
faculty expertise in shared governance.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
19. There is joint responsibility for decision-making in the area of long-range planning.
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I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
20. There is joint responsibility for decision-making regarding existing or prospective physical
resources.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
21. There is joint responsibility for decision-making in institutional budgeting.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
22. There is joint responsibility for decision-making in the selection of a new president.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

23. There is joint responsibility for decision-making in faculty selection and promotion and the
granting of tenure.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
24. The structures and processes that allow for faculty collaboration are clearly defined in governance
documents.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
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25. These collaborative structures and processes are functioning in an effective manner.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
26. Our institution does not have a faculty senate or other institution-wide governance body that
meets on a regular basis.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

27. Faculty members determine how their own representatives are selected to the senate/faculty
governing body.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
28. For joint committees on which the faculty is represented, the representation appropriately reflects
the degree of the faculty's stake in the issue or area the committee is charged with addressing.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________

29. The faculty as a whole has an opportunity to meet and comment on "short-listed" academic
administrative candidates before hiring decisions are made.
strongly agree

agree

disagree

strongly disagree

I don‘t know

Comment:_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX D: Introduction of Research Study by ACA President
(To ACA Member Institution Presidents and Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs)
This letter serves as an introduction and a request that your institution consider participating in a
study on shared governance conducted by a doctoral student at West Virginia University. It is a
timely topic. The study is intended to enhance the knowledge on the climate for shared
governance at Appalachian College Association institutions.
The data collection will be done via an online survey to selected faculty, administrators, and staff
at all ACA institutions. The results of the study will be used specifically for the dissertation, with
aggregated survey results. The researcher will preserve the anonymity of survey respondents and
maintain confidentiality about participating institutions.
Soon you will receive an e-mail from the doctoral student, Tanya Easton, requesting that your
institution participate in the study by allowing a survey of faculty, administrators, and staff who
participate in decision making and shared governance at your institution. The survey is not
intended to gauge satisfaction or opinion, but to identify observable conditions relative to the
climate for shared governance.
In the letter from Mrs. Easton, you will be asked to affirm your participation with a return e-mail
response. With your assistance, a campus liaison will then be identified and asked to assist with
identifying appropriate faculty, administrators, and staff to receive the survey.
The results of the doctoral study will be shared with you in an executive summary, should you
choose to participate. I appreciate your consideration of this request, especially given the
constraints of time and resources within which we all operate.
Sincerely,

Paul Chewning
Dr. Paul Chewning
President
Appalachian College Association
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APPENDIX E: Request for Approval to Conduct Research Study
(To ACA Presidents and Provosts)
Dear Presidents and Provosts of ACA Member Schools:
This serves as a follow-up to an introductory e-mail you recently received from Dr. Paul
Chewning, president of the Appalachian College Association, regarding my doctoral study
entitled A Study of Administrative, Faculty and Staff Perceptions of the Climate for Shared
Governance at Appalachian College Association Member Institutions, intended to contribute to
the literature on higher education administration and serve as a springboard for future research.
I respectfully request your permission to survey faculty members, administrators, and staff at
your institution who have a role in decision making and shared governance, and ask that you
provide me with the name of the campus liaison or administrative assistant with whom I may
work to obtain their names.
To comply with Human Subjects Exemption Review from West Virginia University’s
Institutional Review Board, I am required to submit approval granting permission for me
to conduct research at your institution. If you are willing to grant me permission, please hit
REPLY and indicate your approval and the name of an appropriate campus liaison or
administrative assistant with whom I may proceed.
The brief survey is comprised of a series of questions initially developed by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) as a means by which to gauge the climate for
governance at higher education institutions. It is intended to reflect observable conditions, not to
gauge satisfaction or opinion.
I want to assure you that the results of this study will be used specifically for my dissertation,
and that I will maintain confidentiality of the aggregated data and preserve the anonymity of the
survey respondents, as well as the confidentiality of the individual participating institutions. It
will also be made clear to all participants at your institution that their involvement in this project
is entirely voluntary. Because the results of this study may contain information that could be of
interest to you, I will gladly share an executive summary of the study with you or any of the
participants upon request.
Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this process, please feel free to contact me
at 202-870-8513 or via email at eastont@cua.edu. Many thanks for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Tanya L. Easton
Tanya L. Easton, M.A.
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Doctoral Student
West Virginia University

APPENDIX F: Reminder Request for Approval to Conduct Study
(To ACA Presidents and Provosts)
I would be pleased to have your institution‘s participation in my research study as outlined in the
email below I sent on November 14. Many thanks for your consideration of this final
request. Best wishes to you for the holidays and the new year. – Tanya Easton
Dear Presidents and Provosts of ACA Member Schools:
This serves as a follow-up to an introductory letter you recently received from Dr. Paul
Chewning, president of the Appalachian College Association, regarding my doctoral study
entitled A Study of Administrative, Faculty and Staff Perceptions of the Climate for Shared
Governance at Appalachian College Association Member Institutions, intended to contribute to
the literature on higher education administration and serve as a springboard for future research.
I respectfully request your permission to survey faculty members, administrators, and staff at
your institution who have a role in decision making and shared governance, and ask that you
provide me with the name of the campus liaison or administrative assistant with whom I may
work to obtain their names.
To comply with Human Subjects Exemption Review from West Virginia University’s
Institutional Review Board, I am required to submit approval granting permission for me
to conduct research at your institution. If you are willing to grant me permission, please hit
REPLY and indicate your approval and the name of an appropriate campus liaison or
administrative assistant with whom I may proceed.
The brief survey is comprised of a series of questions initially developed by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) as a means by which to gauge the climate for
governance at higher education institutions. It is intended to reflect observable conditions, not to
gauge satisfaction or opinion.
I want to assure you that the results of this study will be used specifically for my dissertation,
and that I will maintain confidentiality of the aggregated data and preserve the anonymity of the
survey respondents, as well as the confidentiality of the individual participating institutions. It
will also be made clear to all participants at your institution that their involvement in this project
is entirely voluntary. Because the results of this study may contain information that could be of
interest to you, I will gladly share an executive summary of the study with you or any of the
participants upon request.
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Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this process, please feel free to contact me
at 202-870-8513 or via email at eastont@cua.edu. Many thanks for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Tanya L. Easton
Doctoral Student
West Virginia University

APPENDIX G: Request for Individual Participation in Research Study w SurveyLink
(To Selected ACA Faculty, Administrators, and Staff)
As a doctoral student at West Virginia University majoring in higher education administration, I
request your participation in my research study entitled, A Study of Administrative, Faculty, and
Staff Perceptions of the Climate for Shared Governance at Appalachian College Association
Member Institutions. Dr. Richard Walls is serving as the Principal Investigator of this study,
which is on file with the West Virginia University Institutional Review Board. The purpose of
this e-mail is to request your participation in a brief online survey as part of this study.
I have received approval from your president to conduct this study on your campus. Your
answers to survey questions will be anonymous, and your institution‘s participation in this study
will remain confidential. The information that will be obtained from this survey will be reported
in the aggregate. Your name and any other identifiable information about you or your institution
will not be released in the reported results. You must be 18 years or older to participate, and your
participation is entirely voluntary. In addition, you can skip questions or exit the questionnaire at
any time.
Please note that there are no known risks or expected risks for participating in this study. There
are no known direct benefits for participating in the study; however, the knowledge gained from
this study may benefit the practice of shared governance in higher education and may also
benefit future research efforts.
The 29-item online survey will take approximately 5-10 minutes of your time. By clicking on the
following link https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/QV9YXLG you will be agreeing to participate
in this study and will be automatically directed to the survey instrument. Please answer as
candidly as possible.
If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact me on my cell at
202-870-8513 or via email at eastont@cua.edu or Dr. Richard Walls at 304-293-3335 or via
email at richard.walls@mail.wvu.edu. Thank you for considering my request.
Sincerely,

Tanya Easton
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Tanya Easton, M. A.
Doctoral Student
West Virginia University

APPENDIX H: Research Study Participation Request Reminder
(To ACA Faculty, Administrators, and Staff)
Dear ACA Faculty, Administrators, and Staff:
Many thanks if you have already completed the online survey for my research study entitled, A
Study of Faculty, Administrative, and Staff Perceptions of the Climate for Shared Governance at
Appalachian College Association Member Institutions.
.
If you haven't completed the survey, this is just a friendly reminder of your invitation to
participate. Your participation is voluntary.
The West Virginia University IRB has approved the research study. All of your responses to this
survey will remain anonymous and cannot be linked to you or your institution in any way. No
identifying information about you will be collected.
The 29-item online survey will take approximately 5-10 minutes of your time. By clicking on the
following link https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/QV9YXLG you will be agreeing to participate
in this study and will be automatically directed to the survey instrument. Please answer as
candidly as possible.
If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact me on my cell at
202-870-8513 or via email at eastont@cua.edu or Dr. Richard Walls at 304-293-3335 or via
email at richard.walls@mail.wvu.edu. Thank you for considering my request.
Sincerely,

Tanya Easton
Tanya L. Easton, M.A.
Doctoral Student
West Virginia University

